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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr Justice Denman and Mr. Baron Potrock will be the Vaca- 
tion Judges for the year commencing the 13th of August. The 
Jatter learned judge will take the earlier portion of the Long 
Vacation, up to the middle of September. 


Tue Cuancery Recrstaars in Vacation will be Mr. Carnincton 
for the first half and Mr. Lavie for the second. 





Mr. Justice Currry will take no more witness actions after this 
week. During the present sittings that judge has disposed of ten 
witness actions in the six days he has been able to devote to that 
class of business. It is aleo understood that Mr. Justice Kay will 
not hear any causes after the 27th inst. 





Ir 1s announcep that the judges of Court of Appeal No. 2 
will resume their sittings in that court on Monday, the 22nd inst. 
As at present arranged, Chancery final appeals will then be heard. 
Chancery interlocutory appeals will be taken on the 24th inst., 
and appeals from the County Palatine Court of Lancaster on the 
Ist of August. 





TuereE ARE nineteen more days of the present sittings, and it 
seems quite possible that the Court of Appeal No. 2 may be able to 
dispoee during that time of the thirty-five Chancery final appeals 
still in the list. It would, however, appear hopeless to expect 
that Court of Appeal No. 1 will be able to dispose of the fifty 
Queen’s Bench appeals now remaining to be heard. 





In onver to remedy the defect in the Rules of December, 1888, 
which permitted an order appointing new trustees to be made at 
chambers, but omitted to give the power to proceed to vest the 
trust estate in the new trustees so appointed—a defect which was 
pointed out in these columns at the time—the rules of June, 1889, 
give the additional power. Seeing that these rules have the 
force of an Act of Parliament, it is to be supposed that this new 
provision will meet the not unreasopable scruples of the Bank of 
England. 





Tue MOTION OF CENSURE of the retiring president, proposed at the 
recent meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, had one un- 
designed result: it enabled the members of the society to put on 
record their grateful appreciation of the manner in which he hed 
diecharged the duties of his office. The enthusiasm with which 
the unusually large meeting Mr. Laxe was as unprecedented 
as the motion, and fitly testified the feeling of solicitors as to 
the value of his -services to the profession. The expressions of 
opinion by provincial law societies, which we print elsewhere, 
are not less emphatic, and we are sincerely rejoiced that an 
opportunity should have been afforded for manifesting that the 
profession is not destitute of a sense of gratitude for hard work, 
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skill, and ability ungrudgingly bestowed on the promotion of its 
interests. Such a demonstration as has occurred is not merely 
gratifying to the retiring president, but must also act as a 
stimulus to every present and future official of the society. 
We may, perbaps, now, without impropriety, give one or two 
reasons for the satisfaction we have repeatedly expressed with 
reference to Mr. Laxe’s conduct of the business of the society. 
We think we may be permitted to speak plainly, and may be 
taken to speak without bias, because, although fully appreciating 
the energy and ability which he always displayed, we have had 
occasion in these columns at times to dissent very seriously from 
the course taken with regard to certain matters, which we believed 
to be due to his inspiration. Mr. Lake is a man with strong 
views, and uncommonly difficult to lead by the nose. He is 
tenacious of his opinions, and, like most men who know their own 
minds, has a considerable faculty for getting hisown way. But once 
give him solid reasons for believing that his line of action is wrong, 
and there will be no false pride or pompous obstinacy to prevent 
him from altering it. He has steadily kept in view the position 
of the council as the representative of the wishes of the pro- 
feesion, and has never assented to the principle which, for want 
of a better name, we have termed the ‘‘ automatic box principle.” 
At cne time it was supposed that the council never acted unless 
you dropped in a formal petition or request or representation : they 
paid no heed to any discussion outside the walls of the Law 
Institution. All that has been altered, and this is no incon- 
siderable cause of gratitude to Mr. Laker. But, beyond this, we 
have been particularly impressed with the skill and assiduity 
with which he has encouraged and assisted solicitors, outside the 
council, who have shewn any disposition to work for the interests 
of the profession. There has not been the remotest trace of 
jealousy of outside action, but help has been welcomed from any- 
one likely to forward any matter of importance to solicitors. The 
president would work with any persons if they were working in 
the right direction, and, what is more, would take care that due 
credit for their work was given to them. This, again, isa novel 
feature in the administration of this last year. With regard to 
Mr. Laxe’s own efforts, all we can say is that the extent of 
the. dexterous personal influence he has exerted with regard to 
matters vitally affecting the profession will never be publicly 
kcown, but an interesting history could be related by those who 
were to some extent behind the scenes. 


Tue Governent have made an attempt to cobble up section 18 
of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1889; but with so little 
success that on Monday, wken the Bill containing the ‘‘ amending ” 
clause was read a second time, Sir Horace Davey declared that it 
made confusion worse confounded, and the Attorney-General 
admitted that some change in the Bill might be necessary, and ir- 
vited assistance in framing an amendment. There is an extremely 
simple change which would remove some of the most serious 
doubts occasioned by section 18—viz., to provide that it shall not 
apply to contracts for the sale of land. it is admitted on all hands 
that, as a matter of fact, the Revenue is not defrauded to any ex- 
tent by purchasers of land resting on the contract: equitable 
interests in land are almost invariably conveyed by deed. What 
possible reason, then, can there be for extending the provisions 
of section 18 to such interests? The amendment proposed by 
clause 15 of the new Bill does not, however, ‘touch the matter. 
The clause provides that— 

15.—(1.) Section eighteen of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 
1889, shall not apply to:— 

(2) an instrument containing a contract for the purchase of any pro- 
af —, executed or signed by or on behalf of the purchaser 

_ (8) an instrument containing a contract for the sale or purchase of 

any copyhold or customary lands or hereditaments which must 
pass to the purchaser by surrender or grant, or of any property 
situate out of the United Kingdom ; 
but any such instrument and any instrument made subsequently thereto 
for the purpose of vesting such lands, hereditaments, or property in the 
purchaser, shall be chargeable with the stamp duty with which it would 
have been chargeable if the said Act had not been passed. 
(2.) In any case in which the ad valorem conveyance duty has, in con- 
formity with the said section, been paid upon an instrument containing a 
contract, and an instrument has been subsequently made for the purpose 


either denote on the subsequent instrument the payment of the ad valorem 
duty under the provision contained in section 14 of the Stamp Act, 1870, 
or transfer the ad valorem duty to that instrument. 

It will be observed that this provision meets two of the objections 
we raised to section 18. We pointed out that it was not clear 
whose duty it would be to have the contract stamped, but that if 
the party whose duty it was to stamp it neglected to do so within 
the period allowed, the other party would be left to have it 
stamped on payment of heavy penalties. Paragraph (a) of the 
above-quoted clause appears, in effect, to provide that the part of 
the contract signed by the vendor and kept by the purchaser is the 
only part which requires an ad valorem stamp. It will, therefore, 
be the duty of the purchaser to obtain this stamp on the contract, 
and, although he neglects to do so, the vendor can still enforce the 
contract provided his part bears a sixpenny stamp. We also 
objected that there was no provision for a denoting stamp on the 
conveyance, and, therefore, that the contract bearing the ad valorem 
stamp would have to be preserved and produced with the title 
deeds. This is remedied by sub-clause (2), which enables the 
Inland Revenue Office either to denote on the conveyance the 
payment of the duty or to ‘‘transfer the ad valorem duty” to the 
conveyance. It will be observed that the clause also attempts to 
remedy the difficulty with regard to copyholds, but, as usual, in 
very eccentric language. ‘‘Copyhold or customary lands or here- 
ditaments which must pass to the purchaser by surrender or 
grant’’ is a very singular mode of description. The same sub- 
clause aleo exempts from the operation of section 18 contracts 
relating to property situate out of the United Kingdon, the 
inclusion of which in that section was a glaring absurdity. The 
proposed amendment will require a good deal of revision before 
it can be accepted as a remedy for the inconvenience unnecessarily 
introduced by the original provision. 





APPELLANTS FROM JUDGMENTS given in the county courts must, in 
future, be careful to fulfil the condition precedent to the appeal 
being heard, which, according to the recent case of McGrah v. 
Cartwright (ante, p. 410) is imposed upon them by virtue of sec- 
tion 121 of the County Courts Act, 1888. That section, it will be 
remembered, provides that ‘‘in any action or matter in which 
there is a right of appeal, and the judge has, at the request of 
either party, made a note of any question of law raised at such 
trial or hearing, and of the facts in evidence in relation thereto, 
and of his decision thereon, and of his decision of the action or 
matter, he shall, at the expense of any person or persons being 
party or parties in any such action or matter, furnish a copy of the 
note so tuken at the said trial or hearing, or allow a copy to be 
taken of the same, by or on behalf of such person or persons, and 
he shall sign such copy, whether a notice of motion in the matter 
of the said appeal has been served or not, and the copy so signed 
shall be used and received at the hearing of such appeal.” So 
much of this section as gives to county court suitors the power to 
obtain a copy of the judge’s notes, and directs that the copy so 
obtained shall be used and received at the hearing of the appeal, 
is new (see Pitt-Lewis’s County Courts Act, 1888, 2nd ed., 
p. 54), and in direct conflict with R. S. C., ord. 59, r. 13, 
which imposes upon the master of the Crown Office the duty of 
obtaining a copy of the judge’s notes for the use of the court. 
Accordingly, the Queen’s Bench Division have held, in the case 
above referred to, that this rule is impliedly repealed by section 
121 of the County Courts Act, 1888, and that, therefore, it is now 
the duty of the appellant from the decision of a county court, as a 
condition precedent to the appeal being heard, to furnish the High 
Court with a copy of the notes taken by the county court judge. 
It follows, from this decision, that the express provision contained 
in section 121 of the County Courts Act, 1888, must be taken to 
override, or at least modify, ord. 32, r. 1, of the County Court 
Rules, 1889, according to which ‘‘ appeals shall be had in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the Rules of the Supreme Court, made 
under the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1884,” thus removing 
the doubt suggested by the court in the recent case of Jn the Matter 
of an Appeal from the County Court of Sheffield (ante, p. 261). It 
is matter for regret that ord. 32, r. 1, of the County Court Rules, 
1889, was not modified so as to make it harmonize with the 
express provisions on the same subject contained in the County 





of vesting the property contracted to be sold, the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue shall, on application and on production of both the instruments, 





Courts Act, 1888. The omission to do so affords an additional 
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guset of the want of care in their preparation which the new 
County Court Rules betray, and which is attributable to the undue 
haste with which they were at the last moment issued to the 
public. 





Tue Serecr Committee on Town Holdings have this week 
presented their report, and it supports the conclusions which 
we have previously drawn from the evidence given before the 
committee published last year. As to compensation for im- 
provements the report deals separately with existing and with 
future contracts. In the case of the former it should be given for 
sanitary improvements, but not for trade alterations, whilst with 
regard to future contracts the commissioners feel that there would 
be no injustice in an alteration of the law which, on the expiration 
of a tenancy, would allow compensation in respect of improvements 
bond fide made for the purpose of carrying on the trade or business. 
But the chief interest of the report lies in Part III., which goes 
very fully into the question of leasehold enfranchisement, and 
which is by no means favourable to the promoters of that movement. 
The commissioners do not think that enfranchisement would on the 
whole have much effect in improving the quality of the houses 
built, nor would it lower excessive rents; while, on the other 
hand, the oversight of the ground landlord on well-managed estates 
is very often beneficial. Moreover, they do not attribute the in- 
sanitary state of many of the houses in large towns to the lease- 
hold system. These admissions seem to conclude most of the 
points at issue, although it is allowed that the power of acquiring 
the fee simple would in many cases encourage habits of thrift among 
the working classes, and would also promote trade improvements. 
But a more direct attack is made on current projects when it is 
pointed out that their popularity depends largely on a non- 
recognition of landlords’ rights, which cannot be permitted. The 
commmissioners do not think that leasehold enfranchisement will 
be extensively taken advanntage of when it is coupled—as in 
fairness it must be—with provisions to secure to the reversioner 
the full value of his property, compensation for any injury he may 
sustain by its being taken from him, and also his expenses. They 
say that the Bills which have been laid before them proceed on the 
principle that the landlords’ claims are inequitable and ought not 
to be fully recognized, but to this idea they themselves give no 
support. Their general conclusion is that an extensive system of 
enfranchisement would not be really welcomed, and that the 
working-classes, in whose interests it has been advocated, would 
not be likely to take any great advantage of it. Its principal effect 
probably would be to convert the middleman under whom they hold 
into the freeholder. But, as an alternative, the report recommends 
that a system of local enfranchisement might well betried. This would 
be in districts where it could be shewn that there are a large number 
of leaseholders desirous of becoming the owners of their houses, 
and where the result would be to encourage thrift. In such cases 
the commissioners think that the necessary powers to bring about the 
enfranchisement might be conferred on the local authorities. They 
also recommend that religious bodies should have power to purchase 
the fee simple of the sites on which chapels have been built, 
subject to the payment of fair compensation, and that similar 
powers should be conferred on educational and certain other public 
bodies. Moreover, they consider that increased powers of leasing 
should be conferred on tenants for life, and that they should be 
allowed to grant terms of any length, or make perpetual grants in 
fee farm. On the whole, the report appears to contain very 
sensible comments and suggestions, and should satisfy those who 
do not approach the subject with preconceived views. 





In tHE case of Rex vy. Winton (5 T. R. 91) it was remarked 
by Grosz, J., that the courts always look with a watchful eye 
at the returns to writs of habeas corpus. This practice of the year 
1792 is carefully adhered to in the present day, and in the recent 
cases of Captain Woopwarp and Dr. Barnarpo the judges have 
shewn themselves on the alert to guard the liberty of the subject. 
In the former great offence was taken because there was just an 
appearance of an attempt to trifle with the court, and Manisry 
and Marnew, JJ., were betrayed into a warmth which is not 
usual on the bench. The fact was that the habeas corpus came too 
late to do more than call attention to a great miscarriage of justice, 
and perhaps they felt this; at any rate, the ready manner in 








which they seized upon technical errors usefully emphasized the 
importance they attached to the writ, and the procedure under it. 
Dr. Barwanpo’s case also came originally before Mariew, J., this time 
sitting with Grantuam, J., and though the circumstances are very 
different, it is satisfactory that their judgment was affirmed by the 
Court of Appeal. It has long been settled law that an attachment 
will immediately issue if an insufficient return is made to a writ 
of habeas corpus, and the present case shews that the sufficiency 
of the return by no means depends upon the actual ability 
of the party. If a person has once got another in his 
custody wrongfully, he must either lawfully get rid of him, or else 
be prepared at his peril at any moment to obey the writ. It is no 
good for him to say he cannot produce him. The procedure was 
fully worked out in the Irish case of Re Matthews (12 Ir. Ch. 
Rep. 233), where a child was taken away by a trick from the 
control of the person wrongfully detaining it, yet she was held 
liable to produce it, and a return setting the circumstances out 
was treated as insufficient and evasive. She was adjudged to be in 
contempt, and was ordered to enter into recognizances to answer 
personal interrogatories, and to abide any further order the court 
might make. Subsequently she failed to purge her contempt by 
making proper answers, and the only further grace the court 
allowed was that before it proceeded to pass sentence she was 
allowed an opportunity of filing affidavits in mitigation of punish- 
ment. There, as in the present case, the court had to try to 
recover a lost child, but it is to be hoped that in the present case 
the proceedings will have a different and more satisfactory termina- 
tion. 








COMPETITION IN TRADE. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal in Mogul Steamship Oo. v. 
McGregor, Gow, § Oo. (reported elsewhere) is quite in accordance 
with the present state and policy of the law. Its general effect is 
that mere competition in trade, although carried on by a combination 
of traders and by a lowering of prices to altogether unremunerative 
rates, gives no cause of action to a rival trader who is thereby 
ruined and driven from the field. But, though this result is only 
what might have been expected, the mode in which it has been 
arrived at, and especially the difference of opinion between the 
Master of the Rolls and the other members of the court, are 
noteworthy. 

The Master of the Rolls followed the example of Cromrron, J., 
in Hilton vy. Eckersley (6 E. & B. 47), and went out of his way 
to hold that the combination before him not only afforded a ground 
of action, but was indictable as an illegal conspiracy. The latter 
conclusion, indeed, was put at the commencement of his judgment, 
and colours the whole of it. It appears to be founded upon certain 
observations of Cromrron, J., in the case just mentioned, and on 
statements made by Sir Wittiam Erte in his book on “ The Law 
Relating to Trade Unions.” Hilton vy. Eckersley was a case in 
which certain employers of labour entered into a bond to carry on 
business as the majority should direct, and this was held, in the 
Queen’s Bench and in the Exchequer Chamber, to be void, as 
being in restraint of trade. It was a violation of ‘‘ the privilege of 
a trader in a free country, in all matters not contrary to law, to 
regulate his own mode of carrying it on according to his own 
discretion and choice.” But Mr. Justice Caomrron went further, 
and said that the combination was ‘‘illegal and indictable at 
common law, as tending directly to impede and interfere with the 
free course of trade and manufacture.” All the other judges, 
however, before whom the case came either expressly disapproved 
of this obiter dictum or declined to express an opinion upon it. — 

Assuming the question of criminality, then, to be still undecided 
by authority, Lord Esuer proceeded to try it by the light of 
reason. The agreement entered into by the defendants was at 
least void, as being in restraint of trade. If so, this was because it 
was illegal, and as the restraint of trade was a wrong to the 
public, there were here all the elements of a crime, and it must be 
indictable. The answer, of course, is, as Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., 
both pointed out, that an agreement which is illegal may be void 
only and not criminal. Not every wrong to the public, or rather 
not every act which the law regards as against public policy, is in 
fact indictable. In such cases as this its effects are sufficiently 
averted by treating it as without legal effect. ; 

But to enforce the crime Lord Esuer next grounds it upon the 
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conspiracy, and quotes Sir W. Erte as follows :—“ There seems 
aleo to be authority for saying that a combination to violate a 
private right, in which the public has a sufficient interest, is a 
crime, such a violation being an actionable wrong.” Now it is 
well known that a criminal conspiracy has been defined by the 
highest authorities to be a combination either for accomplishing an 
unlawful end, or for accomplishing a lawful end by unlawful 
means. This was enunciated by Lord Denman, C.J., in Jones’ case 
(4 B. & Ad. 345), and has been often repeated since, notably in 
O'Connell’s case (11 Cl. & F. 155); but, as Mr. Wricut, in his 
‘‘Law of Criminal Conspiracies” (p. 63), has pointed out, 
it is of little use until some definition has been given of 
the word “unlawful.” As it stands, it may be taken 
in any one or more of three senses. Is the act to be un- 
lawful as being criminal, or as being a civil injury, or as 
being merely without legal effect? The first meaning of course 
it has; the second is sufficient in some cases; and, according to 
Crometon, J., in Hilton v. Eckersley, it might even bear the 
third. But in regard to Sir W. Extx’s proposition, it is the second 
that is important. When will a combination to interfere with a 
private right amount to an indictable conspiracy? He says when 
the private right is one in which the public have a sufficient 
interest, and he quotes as an illustration De Berenger’s case (3 
M. & 8. 67). There a stockbroker combined with others to spread 
at the Stock Exchange a false report of the death of Buonarante 
for the sake of raising the price of stocks; but this is a case in 
which the element of fraud is conspicuously present, and is not 
inconsistent with the doctrine which Mr. Wricur derives from a 
careful survey of the cases (p. 41), that a combination to injure a 
person in a private right is only criminal when fraud is used. 

But supposing that the law of conspiracy has a wider applica- 
tion than this, and that it can be extended as Sir W. Ente sug- 
gests, it is necessary to examine how far the combination of 
shipowners in question was formed to violate a private right of the 
plaintiffs. Upon this also depends their liability in a civil action. 
The answer is involved in Lord Esnrr’s formula that every trader 
has a right to carry on his business in a free course of trade 
according to his own judgment and discretion. The rights of 
rival traders, however, may come into conflict, and he accordingly 
represents them as having separate spheres in which they are 
entitled to exercise their rights, and within which they are to be 
protected from interference. Such interference may take place in 
two ways. Either an attempt may be made to prevent the exercise 
of the trader’s judgment, but this was not an element in the present 
case; or one trader may, by acting outside his own sphere, cause 
an obstruction in his rival’s business. This latter injury is com- 
mitted when acts are done outside the ‘ free course of trade” in 
such a way as to obstruct the rival. What may be the meaning of 
this somewhat indefinite phrase is by no means clear, but Lord 
Esuer held that it did not allow of the selling of goods at 
altogether unremunerative prices, and that to do so is an unlawful 
interference with the free course of trade in another. 

According to the previous reasoning this should have been enough, 
and the interference should have been at once held actionable; 
while, as the public interest is concerned in the freedom of trade, 
the combination to interfere, in addition to being actionable, would 
have been an indictable conspiracy. But Lord Esuer appeared to 
think that his case still wanted something to strengthen it, and he 
looked round to see if the interference was also malicious. Of 
course a direct interference with a recognized legal right is in itself 
actionable, and malice is only introduced where the right relied 
upon is of a doubtful nature. This has been particularly the case 
in actions for inducing servants to break their contracts, as in 
Lumley v. Gye (2 E. & B. 216) and Bowen v. Hall (29 W. R. 367, 
6 Q. B. D. 333), though the malice need not be express personal 
hostility, but merely acting with notice of another’s rights. This 
recourse to malice, though apparently, upon Lord Esuen’s reason- 
ing, not necessary to ground the action, was nevertheless important 
in bringing the fact of the combination into the question, for he 
held that a combination between traders to do an act beyond the 
limits of fair trade competition—and therefore not an act of any 
real course of trade at all, but one which must inevitably injure 
another in his business—raised by itself an almost irresistible 
inference of an indirect motive—viz., the obstruction of the rival’s 
business. Supposing, then, the right with which Lord Esuer 
started to be really existent, we have now got all, or more than 





all, the elements of an actionable wrong. By the underselling 
there was an interference with the right to a free course of trade, 
and if malice, in the sense of intentional design to injure, were 
neceseary this was inferred from the combination, while, if it only 
required knowledge of the plaintiff’s right, it was equally present. 

Putting aside, then, the question of the combination being an 
indictable conspiracy, it is clear that the whole argument rests 
upon the assumed right of a trader to a free course of trade and 
to the exercise of his own judgment in the carrying on of his trade. 
As to the latter point, it is necessary to consider whether the 
trader is one of a combination, or one who is assailed. If he is 
one of the combination, he has voluntarily submitted to it, and 
although the law may hold the agreement he has entered into void, 
he himself cannot complain ; while if he is one whose freedom of 
action is assailed, this can only be by intimidation, which raises 
quite different considerations. But, as to the former point—the 
right to a free course of trade—there is more to be said, and this 
involves the whole matter in dispute. The phrase is freely 
employed by Sir W. Erte, and he draws many of his conclusions 
from it. But it must be noted that he grounds it on Mitchell v. 
Reynolds (1 P. W. 181, 1 Sm. L. C. 430), the leading case on 
agreements in restraint of trade, and that in strictness it only 
refers to the right of a trader to have agreements in undue 
restraint of trade held void. Moreover, Sir W. Ertz, in several 
places, is careful to exclude competition and its effects from his 
remarks. Probably Lord Esuen is the first judge to imagine that 
the phrase imports the right of a trader to carry on his business 
undisturbed by competition which is not in some sense fair. 

The doctrine that any such right exists was naturally rejected 
by the other members of the court, though their judgments pro- 
ceeded upon somewhat different lines. Bowen, LJ., started from 
the position that intentional damage is actionable unless there is 
some just cause or excuse, and he held that competition carried on 
by a rival trader, without fraud, misrepresentation, or intimida- 
tion, constituted such just cause or excuse. As to a standard of 
fair trade which was to limit competition, such an idea was both 
novel and impracticable. Moreover, a competition which might 
lawfully be carried on by one trader did not become unlawful when 
carried on by a combination of traders. While he recognized that 
some acts, not unlawful in themselves, might be the basis of an 
illegal conspiracy, yet there was no reason to stretch this somewhat 
vague doctrine to cover trade competition. Fry, L.J., laid special 
stress upon the fact that competition, while carried on to procure 
gain, whether immediate or future, to oneself is perfectly lawful, 
and the law recognizes no limits to it, provided of course fraud and 
molestation, whether physical or moral, are absent. He also 
emphasized the fact that agreements in restraint of trade are only 
illegal in the sense of being void. Both the Lords Justices, there- 
fore, denied the existence of any right to a free course of trade, 
undisturbed by ruinous competition, such as that laid down by the 
Master of the Rolls, and there seems to be no ground in law either 
for this or for the notion that trade combinations of the kind in 
question can be in any way indictable conspiracies. 








THE QUALIFICATION SHARES OF DIRECTORS. 


Cases have occurred in which judges have suggested various 
grounds upon which a director who hes not taken shares may be 
put upon the list of contributories for the amount of qualification, 
but no judge has ever acted on that view. The law on the subject 
of the qualification shares of directors is admittedly upon an un- 
satisfactory footing, insomuch that when the Legislature can find 
time it ought to interfere. When it does interfere, it should not 
do so in the way foreshadowed by last year’s Companies Bills. It 
would be useless to make the liability of directors unlimited, as 
Mr. Macteaw proposed in his Bill, and it would be useless to fix 
the director’s qualification, as the Chancellor’s Bill proposed, at 
the dead level of twenty shares. Ifthe shares are £1 shares, this 
would mean nothing ; if they are £100 shares, it would mean too 
much, and might give the body of directors an overpowering voice 
in the affairs of the company. Probably the first thing would be, 
as Lord Justice Linpiey has suggested, to lay down that a man 
who acts as a director shall be held liable for the shares 
without which he had no right to act. In other words, Parliament 
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should enact that the acceptance of the office of director is to 
operate as an implied contract to take the necessary qualification 
shares. 

As the law stands, this is not the case. A recent decision may 
be taken as an illustration of this. In Re The Medical Attendance 
Association (Limited), Onslow’s case (31 Soxtcrtors’ Journat, 46 ; 
on appeal, W. N., 1887, p. 79), an actual contract to take the 
shares required for qualification was shewn to be necessary by Mr. 
Justice NortH and the Court of Appeal. Mere acting as a director 
will not do. In that case Onstow was appointed a director soon 
after the registration of the company by the subscribers to the 
memorandum of association. The articles fixed the qualification of 
a director at twenty-five of the £10 shares, and accordingly Onstow 
soon applied for his twenty-five shares. Shortly after this he 
wished to resign his seat on the board, and, being pressed to post- 
pone his resignation, only consented to continue a director on con- 
dition that something was done to relieve him from his liability for 
qualification. He stated that he withdrew his application for 
twenty-five sheres, but no formal withdrawal was proved. The 
secretary then wrote to Onstow that the directors had accepted 
his application for shares, and had allotted him five shares. There 
was no formal withdrawal of Onstow’s application, and there was 
no fresh application. Not long afterwards came the winding up, 
and the liquidator took out a summons to put Onstow on the list of 
contributories for twenty shares in addition to the five allotted to 
him. The court, however, held that, there being no evidence that 
the company had ever accepted the offer for twenty-five shares 
contained in Onstow’s application, Onstow was not liable as a 
contributory for more than the five which had been actually 
allotted to him—in other words, he had become a director of a 
company the qualification for which was the possession of twenty- 
five shares in the company: he had gone without four-fifths of 
those shares, and he was held not to be liable in the liquidation 
for that part of his qualification. He had not conformed to the 
articles of association, but still he went scathless. He was liable 
for £50 on his five shares, and he proved for some £115 as his 
remuneration for acting as a director. 

Let us turn, for another illustration, to the more recent case 
which gave occasion to Lord Justice Linpiry’s suggestion. It is 
more pertinent than Onslow’s case, because there the company, 
while a going concern, had repudiated the contract, and so it was 
impossible for the liquidator to have specific performance of 
it. In Jobling’s case (Re Wheal Buller Consols, 36 W. R. 
723, 38 Ch. D. 42) the articles laid it down that ‘the 
qualification of a director shall be the holding of preference 
shares or stock of the company of the nominal value of £250 
at least’; that “‘any director may act before acquiring his 
qualification shares or stock,” and that “the office of director 
shall be vacated if he cease to hold his qualification shares or 
do not acquire the same within three months after election or 
appointment.” Now Jonrine subscribed the memorandum of 
association for ten of the £1 shares. At the second meeting of 
the board he was elected a director. He accepted the office, and he 
attended the meetings of the directors for more than three months 
after his election. At the time of the last of these meetings the 
company’s mine was in the hands of the sheriff, and there was no 
reasonable prospect of being able to carry on the undertaking. 
JosLine never applied for, or bad allotted to him, any other shares 
than his original ten. In the winding up, the Vice-Warden of the 
Stannaries put him on the list of contributories for 250 
shares, but the Court of Appeal said this was not the law. 
The ratio decidendi was that Jontine had never agreed to take 
the 250 shares. There was no sign of contract by him to take the 
additional shares requisite for his qualification. All he had done 
was to accept the office of director and to act as such after the 
three months’ within which his qualification ought to have been 
acquired. He, of course, knew what his duty was in the way of 
taking shares. If he did not know, he must be taken to have 
known, and he was certainly bound by the articles. But he 
deliberately ignored that duty, and, so ignoring it, escaped scot- 
free. Had the company been in a position to enforce any duty, 
it had no sanction by which to enforce the duty of taking qualifica- 
tion shares save only the sanction of depriving the director of his 
office. That punishment was obviously nothing when once the 
company’s mine was in the hands of the sheriff. Howheit, the 
one thing needful to make him a contributory on the 250 shares 





was not there: he wes not a member of the company to the extent 
of those shares, for he had not agreed with the company to take 
them. His acceptance of the office of director, and his acting in 
that office, did not amount to euch an agreement. He did not 
agree to take the shares, and he was not estopped from denying 
any such agreement. Had he, asa director, been entered on the 
register without his knowledge for the qualification shares, he 
would have been estopped from disputing his being a shareholder. 
As a director he would have been presumed to have known of the 
entry, and would be thereby bound. Not so with Jontinc: he did 
not agree, and so he was not bound. 

There seems to be but one method of escape from parliamentary 
interference, and that is the insertion in the articles of association 
of a provision that every director shall take the shares required for 
qualification, or be liable asif they hadtakenthem. By the articles, 
of course, each director would become bound as soon as he was 
elected. Ifthe company succeeded in the world, it could sue him 
for specific performance of his bargain. If it failed and went into 
liquidation, the liquidator could put him on the list for the 
qualifying number of shares. Of course, the difficulty of reading 
such a rule as this into the immense number and variety of codes 
by which existing companies are bound would be very great, if not 
insuperable. And the process of obtaining uniformity in this 
respect would be a long and tedious one. As it is, articles, 
generally speaking, do not make a director taking up his share 
qualification a condition precedent to his appointment: all they do 
is to require the director to qualify within a reasonable time. 
More than this it is, perhaps, vain to expect of the articles, which 
are drafted more or less under the influence of the directors and 
their friends. 

We are driven to Lord Justice Lixpiey’s alternative of parlia- 
mentary interference, in which is to be found the only complete 
and satisfactory solution of the difficulty. Let the Legislature say 
in plain terms that every man who acts as a director is to be held 
liable in every condition of the company for the shares, without 
which he has no right to act, and the knot will be untied. If 
Parliament thinks fit to enact that directors shall be members of 
the company to the extent of their qualification, it can do so, and 
members they will be: it is true they will become so by force of 
the Act of Parliament, and not by agreement in the accustomed 
way, but that cannot be helped. Let the Act imply the contract : 
that is all that is asked. The desired end will be secured of 
making directors take their qualification shares as well as their 
fees. It is in company with high—perhaps the highest—authority 
on the subject that we say, Let the Legislature step in and declare 
a contract to take the necessary shares implied by the fact that the 
office of director is accepted. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
BOGUS SALVAGE, 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Having been victimized myself to the extent of a small loan, 
besides loss of time, I wish, through your courtesy, to warn other 
solicitors against a man who is going about agen. | to be entitled 
to salvage, and that the only question is the amount of it; a large 
sum having been, as he alleges, offered him on behalf of the under- 
writers, and rejected by him as insufficient. When he took me in 
on the 4th inst., he said that the vessel saved by him and his crew 
(then on the Goodwin Sands) was a three-mast schooner, of 286 tons 
register, with 312 tons of coal aboard; that th» owner of the ship 
lived at Rochester ; and that he was master and owner of a Margate 
yawl. A Lonpon SoLiciror. 

July 10. 








We understand that Mr. Lake, the late President of the Incorpor- 
ated Law Society, before quitting office, presented to Mr. Williamson, 
the secretary, a silver bowl, on which was the following inscription : 
—‘‘ Edward Walter Williamson, Secretary of the Incorporated Law 
Society U.K., in grateful recognition of very valuable assistance 
during my year of office.” 

At a meeting of the Eldon Testimonial ‘Trustees held on the 18th 
inst. Mr. Walter Ashburner, of Balliol College, and Fellow of Merton 
College, Oxford, was elected 24th Eldon Scholar. The Scholarship, 
which is worth £200 a year, is open to graduates of the University of 
Oxford (subject to certain regulations), who intend to practise at the 
Bar, and is tenable for three years, unless the echolar in the mean- 
while is called to the Bar. 
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MOGUL STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM) v. McGREGOR, GOW, & CO. AND OTHERS 
—No. 1, 13th July. 


Consrprracy—ComBiNATION or TRADERS TO MONOPOLIZE TRrADE—ExXcLU- 
SION OF RIVAL TRADERS—LEGALITY OF COMBINATION. 


Action to recover damages for a conspiracy to prevent the plaintiffs from 
obtaining cargoes at certain ports in China, and also an injunction. The 
defendants, shipowners, formed themselves into a conference or association 
for the purpose of keeping up the rate of freight in the tea trade between 
China and Europe, and securing that trade to themselves by allowing a 
rebate of 5 per cent. on all freights paid by shippers who shipped for 
Europe in conference vessels only. The large profits derived from the tea 
freights alone enabled the defendants to keep up a regular line of commu- 
nication all the year between England and China. In 1884 the plaintiffs 
were admitted to the conference, but in 1885 the defendants issued a cir- 
cular to merchants in China informing them that shipments for London by 
the plaintiffs’ steamships (naming them) at any port in China, or at Hong 
Kong, would exclude the shippers from any rebate during the season, even 
though the same shippers might have given exclusive support to 
the conference lines at other ports. The effect of this circular was to 
exclude the plaintiffs from the benefits of the conference, and the plain- 
tiffs alleged that shippers were thereby bribed, coerced, and induced to 
forbear from shipping cargoes by the plaintiffs’ vessels. The action was 
tried by Lord Coleridge, CJ , without a jury, when judgment was given 
for the defendants (see 37 W. R. 286, 21 Q. B. D. 544). The plaintiffs 
—. 

nE Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.), having 
taken time to consider, affirmed the judgment, Lord Esuer, M.R., dis- 
senting. Lord Esxer, M.R., said that by the action of the defendants 
in 1885, when the plaintiffs’ vessels went to Hankow to earn freights, the 
freights were reduced from 50s. to 25s., which was a wholly unremunera- 
tive freight. The effect was to drive the plaintiffs’ ships from Hankow. 
The question was whether what the defendants did gave the plaintiffs a 
legal cause of action. The defendants agreed to carry on their trade of 
shipowners, not each according to his own judgment, but according to an 
agreed rule, not to be departed from without the consent of all. The 
agreement must be held to be in restraint of trade, and therefore void as 
between the parties to it: Milton v. Eckersley (6 E. & B. 47), The reason 
it was held to be void was because it was illegal, as being a wrong to the 
public. If it was illegal as being a wrong to the public, it must be an 
indictable offence. If the agreement was one intended to interfere with 
the free course of trade of atrader who was not a party to the agreement, 
and if euch interference was an illegal act as against that trader, the act 
of agreement was a wrongful act both as against the individual and as 
against the public welfare, and, in his opinion, was an indictable con- 
spiracy : see Sir W. Erlo's Law of Trades Unions, p. 32. What interference 
with an independent trader would be a violation of his private right? A 
trader had a right to carry on his trade in an ordinary and free course of 
trade according to his own will and judgment. So long as each carried on 
his own trade in that way a rival had no right to complain, though the 
utmost competition were thereby produced; but if one did an act 
beyoud what was the ordinary course of trade with intent to molest 
the other’s free course of trate, and which did molest it, his act was an 
unlawful obstruction of the other’s right to a free course of trade, and if 
such obstruction caused damage to the other, he was entitled to maintain 
an action for the wrong. Sce Lumiey v. Gye (1 W. R. 432, 2 E. & B 216), 
Bowen v. Hali (29 W. R. 367, 6 Q. B. D, 333). The act would be a 
malicious act. Any act, though of the nature of competition in trade, but 
which was an act beyond the limits of competition in trade, and the imme- 
diate and necessary effect of which was such an interference with a rival 
trader’s right to a free course of trade as prevented him from exercising 
his full right to a free course of trade, led to an almost irresistible infer- 
ence of an indirect motivo, and was therefore, unless the motive was nega- 
tived, a wrongful act 2s against his right, and actionable if injury ensued. 
An agreement among two or more traders, not partners, the agreed act 
being one to be done for the purpose—i.c., intent—of interfering with the 
trade of another, was a wrongful act against that trader and against the 
right of the public to have free competition among traders. If injury 
ensued to that tradcr it was actionable, and being a publie wrong the 
conspiracy was indictable. In his opinion the agreement of 1835 was 
within the above rules an indictable conspiracy, and, being intended to be 
an injury to the plaintiffs’ right to a free course of trade, gave a good 
cause of action against the defendants. The act of the defendants in 
lowering their freights beyond a lowering for any purpose of trade was an 
act done for the purpose of interfering with the plaintiffs’ right, and was 
@ wrongful act, and as injury resulted it was actionable. The plaintiffs, 
therefore, were entitled to judgment. Bowen, L J., said that they were 
presented with an apparent conflict between two rights that were equally 
regarded by the law—the right of the plaintiffs to be protected in the 
legitimate exercise of their trade, and the right of the defendants to carry 
on their business as seemed best to them, provided they committed no 
wrong to others. What were the rights of the plaintiffs as traders as 
against the defendants? Intentionally to do that which was calculated in 
the ordinary course of events to damage, and which did in fact damuge, 
another in that other person’s property or trade, was actionable if done 
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without just cauee or excuse. The law called that a malicious wrong: 

Bromage v. Prosser (4 B. & CO. 247), Capital and Counties Bank v. Henty (9 

App. Cas. 772). The acts of the defendants here were intentional, 

and were calculated to damage the plaintiffs in their trade. But to 

see whether they were wrongful it was necessary to consider whether 

they were done without just cause or excuse. What were the limitations 

which the law imposed upon a trader in the conduct of his business as 

between himeelf and other traders? There were no burdensor restrictions 

in law upon a trader which were not equally laid upon all other subjects. 

No man could justify damaging another in his commercial business by 

fraud or misrepresentation. Intimidation, obstruction, and molestation 

were forbidden ; and so was the intentional procurement of a violation of 

individual rights, contractual or other, assuming always that there was no 

just cause or excuse for it. The intentional driving away of customers by 

show of violence ; the obstruction of actors on the stage by preconcerted 

hissing ; the disturbance of wildfowl in decoys by the firing of guns; the 

impeding or threatening servants or workmen; the inducing persons 

under personal contracts to break their contracts were all instances of 

such forbidden acts. The defendants had been guilty of none of those 

acts. They had merely pursued to the bitter end as against the plaintiffs 

a war of competition waged in the interests of their own trade. To the 

argument that a competition so pursued ceased to have a ‘‘just cause or 

excuse ’’ when there was ill-will or a personal intention to barm, it was 

sufficient to reply that there was here no personal intention to do any 

other or greater harm to the plaintiffs than such as was necessarily in- 

volved in the desire to attract to the defendants’ ships the entire tea 

freights of the ports. There was no authority for saying that such a com- 

mercial motive deprived of ‘‘ just cause or excuse”? acts done in the course 

of trade which would, but for such a motive, be justifiable. It was said 

that the offering of reduced rates by the defendants was ‘‘ unfair.” That 

assumed that there was a natural standard of fairness beyond which com- 

petition ought not in law to go. There was no authority, nor any 

sufficient reason, for such a proposition. It would impose a novel fetter 
upon trade. What was to be a definition of a “‘fair freight’? It was 
said that it ought to be ‘‘normal.’’ But over what period was the average 
to be calculated? To attempt to limit English competition in this way 
wou'd be as hopeless an endeavour as the experiment of King Canute. 
There was no such fetter upon the use of property, nor was there any 
upon trade. It was urged, however, that, even if the acts would not be 
wrongful had they been committed by a single individual, they became 
actionable when they were the result of concerted action among several. 
Tn other words, the plaintiffs complained that they had been injured by an 
illegal conspiracy. But an illegal combination was an agreement todo an un- 
lawful act or to doa lawful act by unlawful means: RZ. v. O’ Connell (11 Cl. & 
F. 155), R. v. Parnell (14 Cox OC. C, 512). The considerations already stated 
as regards an individual trader shewed that the defendants had not com- 

bined to do an unlawful act. The only differentia arose out of the fact 
that the acts were the joint acts of several capitalists. Were the means 
adopted unlawful? The means adopted were competition carried to the 
bitter end. The English law placed no such restriction upon the com- 
bination of capital as would make competition, which was innocent in a 
single capitalist, unlawful in the case of a syndicate or combination of 
capitalists. There was just cause or excuse for the combination of 
capital for the purposes of trade and competition. Assuming that what 
was done was intentional, and that it was calculated to do harm to others, 
the test was, was it done with or without ‘‘just cause or excuse’’? If it 
was bond fide done in the use of a man’s own property, in the exercise of 
a man’s own trade, legal justification would not the less exist because 
what was done might seem to be selfish or unreasonable. But such legal 
justification would not exist when the act was merely done with the 
intention of causing temporal harm, without reference to one’s own 
lawful gain, or the Jawful enjoyment of one’s own rights. Nor was the 
conference illegal as being in restraint of trade. Contracts in restraint of 
trade were not illegal ; the lawsimply refused to enforce them. No action 
would lie against a person for entering into a contract merely because it 
was in restraint of trade. In his opinion, therefore, the appeal must be 
dismissed. Fry, L.J., read a judgment, agreeing that the appeal must 
be dismissed.—Covnsgt, Sir H. James, QC., Crump, Q.C., Barnes, Q.C., 
and Sims Williams; Sir C. Russell, QC., Sir H. Davey, Q.C., Finlay, Q.C., 
and Pollard Soutcrtors, Gellatley § Warton ; Freshfields § Williams, 


BECK v. PIERCE—No. 1, 13th July. 


FOR ANTE-NUPTIAL Dents oF Wire— 


HvussanpD AND Wire—LiAsiLity 
Wire—Marrigep Women’s 


PREVIOUS UNSATISFIED JUDGMENT AGAINST 
Prorerty Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 75). 


This was an appeal from the decision of Grantham, J., at the Liver 
pool Assizes. The action was brought by a firm of solicitors to recove 
the amount of their bill for work done for the defendant’s wife within 
six years previous to her marriage with the defendant. After the 
marriage an action had been brought against her by the plaintiffs on the 
same bill, and judgment had been obtained against her separate estate ; 
but it was entirely unsatisfied, as it was found that she had no separate 
estate. The defendant admitted having received with his wife assets 
more than sufficient to satisfy the claim of the plaintiffs, but contended 
that the judgment against his wife, although it had not been satisfied, 
was a bar to any action against him. He also relied on the Statute of 
Limitations as to part of the debt. Grantham, J., gave judgment for the 
defendant, and the plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Oovrr (Lord Esuer, MR, and Tinpizry and Bowen, L.JJ.), 
having taken time to consider the question, allowed the appeal. Linp- 
Ley, L.J., who read the judgment of the court, said that the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, had materially altered the position of husbands 
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and wives towards the creditors of wives, and that the rights of creditors 
of women who married before they had paid their debts were totally 
different from what they were at common law. A husband could now be 
sued for his wife’s ante-nuptial debts without her, and whether she were 
alive or dead, and he could aleo be sued with her if the plaintiff sought to 
establish his claim wholly or in part against both husband and wife ; but 
in such a case the judgments might be separate, although, to the extent 
to which they are both liable, the judgment might be a joint judgment 
against the husband personally, and against the wife as to her separate 

roperty. The husband’s liability was no longer unlimited, as at common 
oe ; it was limited to the value of his wife’s property which he might 
have acquired. As between him and her he was entitled to be indemnified 
out of her separate property. His liability was, however, not in respect 
of his own contracts or torts, but in respect of those of his wife; and, 
although he was not asurety, any defence open to her appeared to be 
open to him also. His liability could not be regarded as joint liability 
only since he could not require the wife to be joined. Therefore, not- 
withstanding the judgment obtained against the wife, as that judgment 
was wholly unsatiefied, this action was maintainable, except so far as it 
might be barred by the Statute of Limitations. The cause of action in 
respect of which the husband was liable was his wife’s contract, and not 
his own, and the Statute of Limitations had always been regarded as 
beginning to run in his favour as well as his wife’s from the time when 
the cause of action accrued against her. The cause of action against the 
defendant was not the defendant’s marriage, and the defendant might 
therefore avail himself of the Statute of Limitations as to so much of the 
plaintiffs’ demand as accrued to them against the defendant’s wife more 
than six years before the commencement of the present action.—Counset, 
Henn Collins, QO., and Clare; Bigham, Q.C., and Carver. Soxrcrrons, 
Chester § Co,, for Chapman, Roberts, § Beck, Manchester ; Hamlin, Grammer, 
§ Hamlin, for Brighouse, Brighouse, § Jones, Southport. 





REG. v. BARNARDO—No. 1, 15th and 16th July. 
Hangas Corrus—Conrempr. 


This was an appeal by Dr. Barnardo from the decision of a divisional 
court (Mathew and Grantham, JJ.) setting aside a return to a writ of 


habeas corpus, and ordering Dr. Barnardo to answer certain interrogatories | 


or be committed for contempt. On July 5, 1888, an agreement was 
signed by Margaret Ward, the mother ofa child named Mary Aan Tye, 
whereby she agreed that Dr. Barnardo should take the child and educate 
it in one of his homes for children for two years, and that he should be 
at liberty to find a situation for the child either in this country or in any 
of the colonies. On December 14, 1888, Margaret Ward and her husband 
wrote to Dr. Barnardo requesting him to return the child tothem. This 
he declined to do, and on December 22 he gave the child to a benevolent 
lady named Romaud, who undertook to educate and care for the child 
and to find it a situation. Madame Romaud was then, as Dr. Barnardo 
knew, about to go abroad, and she took the child with her to France. 
The mother of the child then obtained a writ of habeas corpus, and April 
30 was fixed for the return to the writ. On that day Dr. Barnardo put in 
a return in which he eet out the correspondence which had taken place 
between himself and Madame Romaud in France, in which she positively 
declined to give up the child. The return was ordered to be filed. The 
mother then applied to the Divisional Court to quash the return and to 
attach Dr. Barnardo. The Divisional Court held Dr. Barnard» to have 
committed a contempt, and directed the attachment to issue, but to 
await the answer by Dr. Barnardo to certain interrogatories. Dr. Barnardo 


appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R, and Corron and Linpzey, L JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that, giving all credit to Dr. 
Barnardo and to Madame Romaud for the highest and best motives, and 
taking as true all that was stated in Dr. Barnardo’s affidavits, it wes clear 
that he had overstepped the law and had committed a contempt of court. 
The mother of the child had made an agreement with Dr. Barnardo, 
which, however, she could revoke at any time. Parental nghts could not 
be irrevocably signed away by any agreement. She had revoked that by 
her letter of the 14th of December. That letter Dr. Barnardo admitted 
had come to his knowledge shortly afterwards, but nevertheless he had 
given the child to Madame Romaud, and allowed her to take it out of the 
jurisdiction. From the moment that the revocation of the agreement was 
brought to his notice his poesession of the child was illegal. His giving 
it to Madame Romaud was also illegal. The proper return to a writ of 
habeas corpus was the production of the cy | of the person demanded, and, 
if that was not done, there must be some legal excuse for the non-com- 
pliance. Here the only excuse was the illegal act of Dr. Barnardo in 
sending the child out of the country on the 22nd of December. That ws 
no excuse, and Dr. Barnardo was therefore liable. Corron and Linpiey, 
L.JJ., delivered judgment to the came effect.—CowunseL, Cock, Q.C., and 
W. Baker ; Poland, Q.C , Joseph Walton, and Forbes Lankester, Soxtcrrors, 
H.C. Nisbet § Daw ; Leathley § Ph‘pson. 


MORRIS AND WIFE v. EDWARDS—No. 1, 16th July. 
Practice—Discovery—AFFIDAVIT OF DocuMENTS—INTERROGATORIES. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Denman and 
Charles, JJ.) The action was brought for the recovery of certain land, to 
which the plaintiff claimed to be entitled under the will of one William 
Powell, who died February 26, 1843. The defendant alleged his posees- 
sion of the land in question, and required the plaintiff to prove his title. 
The plaintiff applied for discovery, and the defendant filed an affidavit 
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ments of title numbered one to eight, and tied up in a bundle marked A., 
on the ground that they related solely to his own title to the property 
claimed, and did not in any way tend to prove or support the title of the 
plaintiffs or either of them. The plaintiffs then administered the following 
interrogatories to the defendant :—‘‘ Do the documents tied up in the 
bundle marked A. include the wiil of William Powell, deceased, in the 
statement of claim mentioned, or any copy thereof, extract therefrom, 
or recital thereof? Have you ever seen, and, if so, when last, and where, 
any such will, or any copy thereof, extract therefrom, or recital thereof ? ’’ 
The defendant objected to answer the interrogatories, on the ground that 
they inquired as to written documents. The master and judge at cham- 
bers and the Divisional Oourt ordered the defendant to give a further 
and better answer, and he appealed. 


Tue Covrr (Lord Esner, M.R., Corron, and Lixptey, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. Lord Esugr, M.R., said that this was not a question of dis- 
cretion. The defendant had sworn in his affidavit of documents that the 
deeds in question did not in any way support the plaintiff's title. The 
interrogatories were an attempt to cross-examine him on that aflidavit, 
which the law did not allow. It had been laid down over and over again 
that the plaintiff must be satisfied with the defendant’s statement in his 
affidavit of documents. The law as to the production of title deeds was 
most strict, and the Divisional Court were wrong in ordering the defend- 
ant to answer these interrogatories. Corron, L.J., concurred. Linpiey, 
L.J., also agreed, but considered that the practice of putting in docu: 
ments as a bundle, and not as specifically described, was an alarming and 
dangerous one, as it did not enable the court to see of what those docu- 
ments really consisted.—Counsgt, Bosanguet, Q.C., and S. J. Weyman; 
| Reginald Brown. Soxticrrors, Chester, Mayhew, Broome, § Griffiths, for 

Weyman § Weyman, Ludlow ; Turner & Hacon, for Cottam. 





| 
| High Court—Chancery Division. 

Re READ AND GRESWELL'S DESIGN—Chitty, J., 11th July. 
Trape-Mark—IJpgnticaL Marxs—Parants, &c., Act, 1883, ss. 47 anv 90. 


In this case an application was made, under section 90 of the Patents, 
&c., Act, 1883, to expunge a design from the register. The applicant, a 
dealer in fancy lamp and candle sbades, had registered an imitation 


| 


| chryeanthemum as a design in respect of goods contained in class 5—i.¢., 


for paper goods. The respondents, who carried on a similar trade, had 


| registered a substantially identical design in respect of goods comprised 


in class 12—i.e., goods not included in any other class. They contended 


| that, as their design was registered in respect of a different class of goods, 


the design was, in respect of those goods, new and original, and therefore 
validly registered under section 47 of the Act. 


Currry, J., said that no doubt the copyright in the design conferred by 
the Act was limited to the goods comprised in the class in which the 
design was registered, but it was not the intention of the Act that a 
trader who found a design registered for any particular class of goods 
should be enabled to take that design and register it as new and original 
in respect of goods comprised in another class. He therefore acceded 
to the application, with costs.—Counset, Morton Daniel; George White. 
Soxicrrons, Reader § Hicks; Tyrrell, Lewis, § Co. 


Re TARRANT’S TRUST—Chitty, J , 12th July. 


Wits Act, 8. 27—Gengrat Bequest—Power or ArrointwenT—Powgr 
EXERCISEABLE BY REFERENCE. 


Tn this case the question arose whether a power of appointment exer- 
ciseable by will expressly referring to the power was, by virtue of section 
27 of the Wills Act, exercised by a general bequest not referring to the 
power. By avoluntary settlement made in 1874 a testatrix assigned a 
sum of £4000 upon trust for herself for life, and the settlement contained 
a declaration that after her death the trustees should hold the capital upon 
trust ‘‘ for such persons and purposes and in such manuer as she should 
by will expressly referring to this present power appoint.” The testatrix, 
by her will, made in 1885, devised and bequeathed all her real and 

rsonal property to her executors upon trust to pay certain pecuniary 
egacies, and the residue as therein mentioned. The will contained no 
reference to the power: Re Marsh, Mason v. Thorn (37 W.R. 10, L. R. 
38 Ch. D. 630), Re Phillips, Robinson v. Burke (ante, p. 415, 41 Ch. D, 417); 
Jarman on Wills, 4th ed., vol. 1, p. 685, were referred to. 


Currry, J., said that section 27 of the Wills Act provided that a general 
bequest should be construed as including any personal estate which a 
testator might have any power to appoint ‘“‘in any manner” he might 
think proper. Apart from avy authority, it appeared to him that these 
words could not be said to mean any power of appointment, provided that 
such power was unrestricted in its objects. The words meant more than 
that. The meaning was that the power must be unlimited in its manner 
of exercise. For instance, it would be absurd to say. that the Act applied 
to powers expressly limited to appointment by deed, and expressly 
excluding appointment by will. Section 10 was intended to apply merely 
to the odkenattien of execution. He thought section 27 not only justified 
the court in looking at the settlement, but required the court to look at 
the settlement in order to see whether the power was exercisable “in 
any manner.” He was not prepared to follow North, J.’s decision in Re 
Marsh, Mason v. Thorn. He therefore made a declaration that the power 
in question was not exercised by the will.—OCounseL, Romer, Q.C., and 
Spence; Byrne, Q.O., and Upjohn; McSwinney. Soxicrrons, Hudson, 
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Re PARRY, LEAK v. SCOTT—North, J., 11th July. 


Wiutt—ApMinistration or EstatR—ANNUITY CHARGED ON WHOLE EsTAtE 
—Riecuts oF ANNUITANT—SeEcurity FoR ANNUITY OR REALIZATION OF 
Estate. 


The question in this case was, whether annuitants, to whom by the will 
of a testator annuities were bequeathed, charged upon the wiole of his 
estate, were entitled to insist upon the realization of the estate and the 
investment, in such securities as the court would approve, of a sum the 
income of which would be suflicient to pay the annuities, or whether they 
must be content with a lees security. The testator by his will appointed 
two executors, and bequeathed £100 to each of them. And he directed 
his executors to pay an annuity of £300 to his father for his life, and to 
pay an annuity of £100 to each of his four sisters. In the event of the 
death of any one or more of them, her annuity was to go to the survivors, 
so that the last surviving sister might enjoy the income of the four; and 
the testator also directed that the annuity of £300 given to his father 
should, on his death, go to his sisters or sister, so that the surviving sister, 
in the event of her outliving her father, might become entitled for her life 
to £700 per annum. And the testator declared that the residue of his 
property, after payment of his debts and funeral and testamentary 
expenses, and the legacics and annuities thereinbefore directed to be paid, 
should be divided among his next of kin and heiresses as though he had 
died intestate. The testator left considerable freehold, leasehold, and 
personal estate. The freehold estate consisted mainly of two theatres, 
which had been let by the testator. One of them was subject to a mort- 
gage for £5,500, and the net annual income produced by the two, after 
deducting the interest on the mortgage and other outgoings, was £1,518. 
The leasehold estate consisted mainly of two theatres, of which the 
testator was the original lescee for long terms, at ground-rents respectively 
of £750 and £25. The former, called the Avenue Theatre, was subject 
to a mortgage for £5,000 ; the other was subject to a mortgage for £2,000. 
The testator had let both these theatres at greatly improved rents; the 
first for twenty-one years from March, 1882, determinable at the end of 
fourteen years; the other for fourteen years from August, 1884, deter- 
minable at the end of seven yeare, The net profit income derived from 
these two theatres, after allowing for the ground-rents, the interest on 
the morigages, and the other outgoings, was £2,295. The testator died 
in December, 1887. At this time his father was aged eighty-two; the 
eldest of his four sisters (who were all living) was aged fifty-eight, and 
the youngest was aged forty-one. This action was commenced by 
originating summons, by one of the residuary legatees, to determine in 
what way the payment of the annuities ought to be secured. The 
annuities were not in arrear, but had been punctually paid since the 
testator’s death. The testator’s debts (other than the mortgage debts 
secured upon the theatres) and his funeral and testamentary expenses had 
been all paid out of the personal estate, which had been all got in, and 
there remained a balance of £2,000 in the hands of the surviving executor. 
The annuitants claimed to have the two leasehold theatres sold, and the 
mortgage debts discharged out of the proceeds of sale, and that then a 
sufficient sum should be invested in Consols, or other securities upon 
which cash under the control of the court could be invested, so as to pro- 
duce an income sufficient to provide for the annuities. The summons 
asked that the surviving executor might be at liberty to raise by mortgage 
of the Avenue Theatre such a sum as (with the £2,000 in his hands) would 
be sufficient to discharge the testator’s mortgage debts; and that the 
annuities should be secured by a first mortgage of the two freehold 
theatres, the charge of the annuities on the residue of the testator’s estate 
(subject to the mortgage to be created) remaining undisturbed, with 
liberty to the annuitants to apply to the court for additional or other 
security in case the annnities, or any of them, should fall into arrear; 
acd that, after payment of the interest on the new mortgage and the 
annuities, the residue of the annual income of the testator’s estate should 
be paid to the residuary legatees. On behalf of the annuitants it was 
urged that theatres were speculative investments, and that the annuitants 
were entitled to have the testator’s estate realized and cleared of all 
liability. Reliance was placed on Slanning v. Style (3 P. W. 334) and 
Fryer v. Buttar (8 Sim. 442). 

Nortn, J., held that the annuitants’ claim could not be maintained, 
and that an order should be made as asked by the summons. He said 
that the right of the annuitants was plain to have the estate cleared by 
payment of the testator’s debts. This would be done when the proposed 
mortgage had been created, with this exception, that the liability of the 
testator’s estate in respect of the rents and covenants under the leases of 
the two theatres would remain. But, as the testator was the original 
lessee, this liability could not be got rid of, even by a sale of the theatres. 
The proposed mortgage would clear the estate, so far as it was possible 
to do it. In his lordship’s opinion, the two cases cited on behalf of the 
annuitants did not decide the point. The surplus income of the two 
freehold theatres, after the mortgage on one of them had been paid off, 
would be £1,700, and that would be available as security for the pay- 
ment of the annuities. No doubt a theatre was, to some extent, a 

tive investment, but recent experience had shewn that theatres 
were very profitable, and his lordship thought that the eecurity proposed 
for the annuities would be ample. On the authority of Re Potter (50 
L, T. N.S. 8), Webber v. Webber (18. & St. 311), and King v. Maleott (9 
Ha. 692, 695), he was of opinion that the annuitants were only entitled 
to have such a security as would make it practically certain that the 
annuities would be paid, and he thought that the security proposed by the 
residuary legatees would give them more than they were strictly entitled 
to. It must be remembered that the remainder of the testator’s estate 
would not be released from the annuities. It was a very important 
feature in the case that the annuities had been paid to the day; if they 








had been in arrear he might have come to a different conclusion.— 
Counsgi, Cozens-Hardy, Q.O., and H. M. Williams ; Napier Higgins, Q.C., 
and Haldane ; Everitt, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce. Soxicrrors, A. C. Spaull ; 
Collyer-Bristow § Co.; Parker, Garrett, & Parker. 


BURFORD v. SIBLY—Kekewich, J., 15th July. 


MarriaGe SerrneMeNt—PrRorertTy SETTLED UPON Wirz sy Husspanp— 
Hvspranp’s Inrerzrst—Crepitrors’ Crarm—Eauity To A S8TTLEMENT. 


By an indenture of settlement of the 4th of June, 1881, made in con- 
sideration of the marriage which shortly afterwards took place between 
Mr. and Mrs. Tonkin, the husband conveyed certain freehold land to a 
trustee upon trust for the appointees of the wife with remainder to the 
wife in fee ; the trust was not for the wife’s separate use. The husband 
having afterwards become insolvent, an arrangement was entered into by 
which his property became vested in one of the plaitiffs (the other being 
a principal creditor), and this action was brought with the object (inter 
alia) of establishing the right of the creditors to the husband’s in- 
terest in the property so settled upon his wife. The wife, who, with the 
trustee of the settlement, was a defendant, set up her equity to a settle- 
ment, arguing that the husband's interest came to him in right of his 
wife, the property having been settled on her; the fact that it was 
originally the husband’s made no difference. 

Kexewicn, J., in giving judgment in favour of the wife’s claim, said :— 
This is a somewhat new point; the question is, whether the accident 
of this property having been brought into settlement by the husband is to 
defeat the right which the wife would otherwise have to a settlement, as 
against the husband’s creditors. If, for instance, the property had come 
through the wife’s father, and had not been settled to her separate use, 
the husband’s creditors could have taken the husband’s interest, but 
there would have been no answer if the wife were to claim her equity to 
a settlement out of it. This is not a settlement by the wife’s father, but 
by her husband. I must, no doubt, take the contract to be as itis put in 
the settlement. The creditors say that the contract is that this in- 
terest is to belong to the husband (for there is no trust for the separate 
use of the wife), and shall go, if necessary, to his creditors. There is a 
good deal of sense, and of legal argument too, in that view, but Ido not 
see the distinction between property brought in by the husband and 

roperty brought in aliundé. It is not so much a matter of contract 
rs the parties as a matter in which the court ought to use its dis- 
cretion as to whether or not it will interfere in the interest of the wife. 
It is a novel point, and there is a good deal to be said on both sides, but, 
in my opinion, the argument on behalf of the wife ought to prevail.— 
CounseL, Warmington, Q.C., and Baker ; Decimus Sturges ; George Law- 
rence. Soxicrrons, R. H. Sayle; Edwin D. T. Matthews ; Meredith Roberts 
¢ Mills. 








THE MOTION OF CENSURE. 


Tuk following resolutions have been passed by the law societies of Liver- 
pool, Hull, and Herefordshire :— 

The Liverpool Law Society—‘ That in view of Mr. Hastie’s motion, this 
committee expresses its entire confidence in the President of the Incor- 
porated Law Society of the United Kingdom, and its disapproval of Mr. 
Hastie’s action in this matter.’’ 

The Hull Law Society—‘‘ That the council of this society, having con- 
sidered the terms of Mr. Hastie’s motion before the Incorporated Law 
Society at the ensuing annual meeting, is of opinion that the president 
was perfectly justified, in view of the narrow majority and the smallness 
of the numbers by which the resolution in favour of the repeal of the 
solicitors’ certificate duty was carried, in declining to act on it or to 
accept it as the views of the professicn at large; and this council further 
desires to express its regret at the censure implied by the terms of Mr. 
Hastie’s resolution upon the president of the society, and further records 
its high appreciation of the valuable and energetic services rendered by 
him to the profession during his tenure of the offices of vice-president 
and president of the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom.” 

Herefordshire Law Society—‘ That this society is emphatically opposed 
to the resolution, of which Mr. Hastie has given notice, relative to the . 
course adopted by the president at the meeting on the 12th of April last 
of the Incorporated Law Society, and desire to assure the president of its 
appreciation of his great services to the profession during the years he 
has been vice-president and president of the society.’’ 








The Globe of Thursday evening says that “the Lord Chancellor is 
suffering from an attack of lumbago, which confines him to his house. 
Sir Andrew Clark visited him yesterday. In his absence from his official 
duties Lord Herschell presided to-day at the hearing of appeals in the 
Upper House.” 


At the quarterly general meeting of the Bar Mess of the London and 
Middlesex Sessions on the 15th inst., the following resolution was passed 
unanimously :—‘‘ That the acting junior be requested to communicate the 
following to Sir Peter Edlin, Chairman of the London County Sessions :— 
‘That the London and Middlesex Sessions Bar, learning with much regret 
that unfounded statements have been publicly made at the London County 
Council as to the relations between Sir Peter Edlin and the bar, desires 
unanimously to express to Sir Peter Edlin the unvaried regard and respect 
which the members of this bar have felt for him during the whole time he 
has filled the office of judge.’”’ 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
AnnvaL GeneraAL Mgetisc. 


The annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held 
on Friday, the 12th inst., at the society’s hall, Chancery-lane ; the presi- 
dent, Mr. B. G. Laxz, taking the chair. There was 4 very large attend- 
ance of members. 

Minutes or Procegpines. 

The Prestpenr moved that the minutes of the previous general 
meeting, which had been circulated amongst the members, should be 
received, approved, and signed by the president. 

Mr. R. P. Macarruvur (London) objected to the minutes, on the ground 
that the vote of thanks to the president, which it was stated had been 
carried, had not, in fact, been moved at all 

Several members expressed their dissent from Mr. Macarthur’s observa- 
tions, 

The Prestpent: I rule that a vote of thanks was, worthily or unworthily, 
passed to me at the last meeting. 

The minutes were then adopted. 


VACANCIES IN THE CouNcIL. 

There are twelve vacancies on the council, ten members going out of 
office in rotation, and two, Mr. H.S. Law Hussey and Mr. Lewis Fry, 
M.P., having resigned. The following candidates had been nominated by 
letter, and it became necessary, under the bye-laws, again to nominate 
them at this meeting:—Mr. E J. Bristow, Mr. John Wreford Budd, Mr. 
Robert Cunliffe, Mr. Robert Ellett, Mr. Charles John Follett, Mr. Henry 
Manisty, Sir Richard Nicholson, Sir Henry Watson Parker, Mr. Henry 
Roscoe, Mr. Cornelius Thomas Saunders, Mr. Richard Rendle Miller Daw, 
J.P., Mr. Robert Richardson Dees, the Right Hon. Henry Hartley 
Fowler, M.P., Mr. Herbert Morey Low, Mr. Arthur Hepburn Hastie, Mr. 
Frederic Douglas Norman, Mr. Robert Lowe Grant Vassall, and Mr. 
Alfred Kipling Common. 

Mr. E. Kianer (London) asked that the list of attendances of the 
members proposing themselves for re-election should be read out. It 
was proper that the meeting should krow who did the business of the 
society and who did not. 

The Prestpent observed that the list had been in the office for several 
weeks, and it had been printed. 

Sir Txos. Pave (London): It appeared in the Sortcrrors’ Journat, 

Mr. Kruzer insisted on his right to have the list read, aud 

The Presipent said he would send for the list. 

The nomination of Mr. Vassall was withdrawn, as he did not wish to 
appear to be competing against Mr. Ellett. Mr. Daw’s candidature was 

withdrawn. 

Mr. Krusee then read the list of attendances, commenting upon them 
seriatim, 

Mr. J. ANpgrson Rose (London) objected that the list of attendances 
was no criterion of the value of a member’s services. The best men 
came when they specialiy understood the business which was to be 
considered. 

The Presrpent said that there was a great deal in Mr. Rose’s remarks. 
For instance, Mr. Follett held an official position, and his knowledge was 
of the greatest value to the council. It was impossible for him to attend 
council meetings often. But for the refusal of the Government to grant 

ermissiov, he would, in all probability, have been president of the society 

or the year ensuing. The same remarks would apply to Mr. Saunders 
Oe See, the value of whose services it was impossible to over- 
estimate. 

Mr. F. R. Parxer (London) proposed, and Mr. ©. O. Humrureys 
(London) nominated, Mr. Grinham Keen as president for the year ensuing. 

Mr. Metvitt Green (Worthing) drew attention to the fact that Mr. 
Cunliffe, who was about to be proposed as vice-president, was retiring by 
rotation, and might not be elected to the council. He thought the 
election of the vice-president should be postponed until after the council 
had been eleeted. 

The Presipent said there was no necessity for that course. Any diffi- 
culty of that kind could be got over, if it should arise. 

Mr. A. E. Fincu (London) proposed, and Mr. Humpureys seconded, Mr. 
Cunliffe as vice-president for the year ensuing. 

As there were no other candidates, these gentlemen were declared duly 
elected, and Mr. W. R. Oooke, Mr. J. E. C. ie, and Mr. J. 8. Chappe- 
low were re-elected auditors. 

As there were more candidates for the seats on the council than there 
were vacancies, the Presipent said that a poll would be necessary, and he 
appointed the following gentlemen as scrutineers :—Mr. Tarry, Mr. Dodd, 

r, F. K. Munton, Mr. 8. Day, and Mr. Ellerton. 


Tue Socrety’s Accounts. 


The Presipent moved the adoption of the account of the receipts and 
disbursements of the society for the year ending 3let of December, 1888. 
The account showed a total income of £27,905 11s. 10d., and a balance, 
excess of expenditure over income, £625 3s. 3d. ; 

Mr. J. Emanvet (London) asked that the accounts and the report might 
be taken together, as the most convenient course. 

The Presipent replied that he quite concurred with the suggestion, but 
the bye-laws distinctly laid down that the accounts should be taken first. 

Mr. A. H. Hastie (London) asked whether the members of the council 
had any, and, if so, what, epecial authority for incurring bills for food and 





driuk in the club or elsewhere and afterwards charging them to the funds 
of the society, and, if not, under what authority they assumed to proceed 
in charging such bills ? 

The Paestvent: It has been a long-established custom, dating probably 
from the foundation of the society, that lunch shall be provided for the 
members of the council who attend the weekly meeting, and as the weekly 
meeting is held at two o’clock, and frequently lasts during the whole 
afternoon, the custom appears not unreasonable. In addition, the council 
have, during the last few years, in consequence of the increasingly heavy 
work of committees, directed that members of some, but not all, commit- 
tees may be provided with lunch at the cost of the society. No set lunch 
is provided, but members desiring it are allowed to send for it in the com- 
mittee-room. Bearing in mind that committees such as those on the Rules 
of the Supreme Oourt, the Land Transfer Bill, and the like are frequently 
occupied for some hours at the busiest time of the day, and that many 
members come from the city and the country, this will not be deemed an 
improper arrangement. I do not think that it is at all usual to have 
lunch in the club-room at the cost of the society. The lunch is usually 
sent into the council-room. I have myself when attending, as presi- 
dent, more than one committee, and having work and papers in the 
council-room, sometimes, but not invariably, hal my lunch in the club- 
room as a change. The council will continue the practice unless, which 
they think unlikely, the society direct them to abandon it. 

Mr, Hastie pointed out that the sum amounted to £600 or £700. 

The Presipent said he could not hear a 5 h upon the subject. There 
could not be a discussion upon a question which had been answered. 

Mr. Hastiz mentioned several amounts which had been paid for exam- 
ination dinners—such as, “June 29th, £78 5s. 4d.,’’ ‘‘ November 30th, 
£90 15s. 9d."" He thought these sums excessive, ccnsidering that the 
examiners were paid, and moved that the items for refreshments to 
examiners should be struck out of the accounts, 

Mr. Emanvet seconded, observing that no one would object to any 
sensible sum being expended for the refreshments of these gentlemen, who 
devoted their time and attention to the objects of the society and the 
benefit of its members, but when he looked at the large sum included in 
the accounts for refreshments and dinners he thought them excessive, and 
they would naturally tend to increase, whilst the money ought to be 
devoted to more worthy objects for the benefit of the society. He saw it 
continually reported in the papers that the president and council had 
entertained a number of distinguished persons at dinner. 

The Prestpent reminded Mr. Emanuel that the question did not refer 
to the dinners. 

Mr. Emanvet said there were only a very smal! number of subscribers 
to the lectures, yet there was an item of £61 for refreshment for the 
lecturers. Under the head of Law and Parliamentary Expenses there 
was £161 for dinners to delegates of country law societies. He thought 
it a very imprudent course to mix up this item with law and parliamentary ° 
expenses. 

The amendment was negatived, twelve votes being given in its favour, 
and an overwhelming majority against. 

Mr. J. E. Fox (Oroydon) said there was nothing credited to the society 
for costs paid by defaulting solicitors. There were large amounts due to 
the society, He wished to know whether it was the practice of the society 
to enforce the orders they obtained for payment of coste. 

Mr. W. P. W. Purtimore (London) expressed his pleasure that the 
council had adopted his suggestion of giving the articled clerks’ accounts 
separately, and asked why they had not also given an account of the 
certificate fee fund ex . Secondly, where was the back balance of 
December, 1887 (£481), in the receipts? It might be there, but the 
change of form in the accounts caused some difficulty. Thirdly, there 
was the Police Testimonial Fund, which ought to appear in the receipts. 
It appeared as repaid in last year’s accounts. Fourthly, he thought the 
rent, rates, and taxes which were apportioned to the articled clerks was 
rather a large item. It was a matter, he quite admitted, of apportion- 
ment, and perhaps the council were in a better position to judge of its 
propriety than he. But it seemed a large amount, that, out of £2,900, the 
income from articled clerks, they should charge them for rates and taxes 
and insurance no less than £800 18s. 4d. This point ought to be more 
carefully gone into, because the examination fees received were about 
£1,500 less than in the present year. Then, why should the Chancery- 
lane houses be Jet at £290 against an estimated value of £640. Probably 
this was under old leases. ere was a small increase in certificate fees, 
but these would tend to decrease, because the number of articled clerks 
entering the profession was so much smaller than it had been. There was 
a decrease in four years of 220 articled clerks, and that must seriously 
affect the income of the society, though it had not yet borne fruit in the 
reduction of the number of persons taking out certificates. Why were 
not the fees to lectures and the grants made to local societies in aid of 
lectures and law classes distinct? Why had the liabilities in the balance- 
sheet increased from £3,500 last year to £4,600 this year? There was, in 
fact, upon this account a decrease of income of £1,600, and apparently an 
increase in disbursements of £1,700. He suggested that in future the 
accounts should be bound up with the report. It would be much handier. 

Mr. 0. Foxp (London) asked how it was that the receipts from town 
members had decreased since 1887 to £4,992 from over £5,000? There 
was also a decrease with regard to the country members. He asked 
whether the council did not think, in view of the miserable and almost 
disgraceful way in which the articled clerks attended the lectures and 
classes, that it would be far better to do away with them? 

The Presipent reminded Mr. Ford that this did not arise on the 
accounts, 

Mr. Forp did hope the council would knock it on the head altogether. 
It was a mere sham as far as the education was concerned, 
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Mr. Macartuvr said there were those who had battened upon the 
society’s property by belonging to the club. 

The Presrpent: I cannot allow these expressions. 

Mr. Macartuvr criticized several items of the account, and hoped the 
meeting would reject the accounts. 

Mr. R. Pennrncton (Chairman of the Finance Committee) said that 
before he attempted to answer the questions he would like to remark that 
it was very inconvenient that the council should receive no notice of ques- 
tions which were going to be put upon the accounts ; because questions 
on accounts ought to be answered with great care and accuracy. He 
had heard nothing about any questions upon the accounts until a quarter 
to twelve that day, and he had had some other business to attend to, 
and therefore he had not had full opportunity of ascertaining what were 
the proper answers to give. But to the best of his ability, and subject to 
that slight protest, he would answer the questions. The first was, ‘‘ Why 
is not the certificate fee fund given as a separate account, like the articled 
clerks’ fund?’’ ‘The answer was to be found in the annual report, and 
was, he thought, a sufficient reason why it was not kept separately. 
First of alJ, there was no statutory obligation upon the society to keep a 
separate account of that fund, and the council said in their report, ‘‘ The 
society have, in pursuance of the provisions of the Solicitors Act, 1860, 
rendered an account to the proper authorities of all sums received by them 
in respect of the fee of 5s. paid by every solicitor on applying for his 
certificate, and of the application of the money—which account shews 
that the money so received, with income derived from other sources, 
has been applied in the manner stated in the account—and such ap- 
plication has been approved.’’ He did not think the meeting would be 
disposed after that explanation to discuse the question of certificate duty 
further. The second question was, ‘‘ Wh7 is not the bank balance of 
£161, December, 1887, included in the receipts as heretofore?” As 
members would have observed, the account was now an entirely different 
account from the account which had hitherto been submitted to the mem- 
bers. It was not now an account of receipts and payments, but it was an 
account of income and expenditure, and the balance at the bankers 
would not properly go into an account of receipts. It had, in fact, been 
carried to the capital account, and was there to be found, not mentioned as 
a separate item, but it was part of the sum of £141,818 8s. 3d. capital 
account. The police testimonial advance of £15, repaid in January, 1888, 
should appear as income. It was included in sundry small receipts. On 
the charge which was made in the form of the society’s account, it had 
been considered that that fund should go to the capital account, and there 
it had gone. The next was hardly a question. He thought it was turned 
into a question, but he had it in this form. Mr. Phillimore had observed 
that rent and taxes, &c., against the articled clerks’ fund amounted to 
£4,057, which was too large a proportion. They should not be charged 
insurance. That was, of course, a proposition, and Mr, Phillimore would 
be at liberty, if he had put it in a proper form, to bring that forward and 
take the opinion of the meeting, but probably the meeting would be 
satisfied with the explanation that the charge to articled clerks of a pro- 
portion of the expenses of the society was a matter which had been dis- 
cussed very fully before the Master of the Rolls and the Lord Chief 
Justice of England, and after examining the accounts and hearing ex- 
planations from the president of the year and himself, they had come to 
the conclusion that it was an extremely proper charge, and they saw no 
reason whatever of making any objection on that ground to the accounts. 
The next was an observation—‘‘The decrease in the examination fees 
seems to be £155 1s.”” That was a small matter, and he did not know 
that Mr. Phillimore had pressed it at all. 


Mr. Purtirmore: No, sir. 


Mr. Pennincton said the next was ‘“‘the subscriptions from members 
had fallen off £108.” Answer: That is so. ‘‘ Any costs received ?’’ That 
included another question as to how much had been received for costs. 
The society had received sums for costs, and the council insisted upon the 
—— of costs by all persons who were liable to pay costs, and who were 
able to do so. 


Mr. Fox said he had asked whether it was the practice of the society to 
enforce the order, and if not, why ? 


Mr. Pennincton: Certainly. Then it was asked why the Chancery-lane 
houses were let at £290 as against £640—their estimated value? Mr. 
Phillimore’s surmise that it was under old leases was accurate. The pre- 
mises were held at present by tenants under leases which would shortly 
expire. ‘‘ Thereseemed to be a slight increase in certificate fees, but this 
would diminish before long, apart from any question of the abolition of 
duty.”’ Porsibly that might be so. ‘Fees to lecturers and grants to 
socicties should be distinguished, and the amounts shewn.’”’ ‘I'he only 
observation he could make was that, after taking a very great deal of care 
and paying a deal of attention to the form of the account, which it 
wes desired should be in such a form that it should give sufficient rea- 
sonable information, and at the same time be brought within reasonable 
limits, the council bad come to the conclusion that they would deal with 
that item as they had done. ‘‘ Why the liabilities increased from £3,526 to 
£4,689?’? They had so increased that, he was sorry to say, it was quite 
beyond his power to say more than that they had increased by reason of their 
increased expenditure. The accounts were not printed with the report 
because it was thought well to give members information as to the accounts 
as early as possible and with the notice of the meeting, whilst the report 
was made up to the latest date. If any member thought the accounts 
should go out with the report it would be quite competent for him to move 
that the change be made, and it would be for the society to consider 
whether it was convenient or not. ‘‘ Whether, in fact, £2,700, which ap- 


=— in the account a3 a nominal rent from articled clerks, was made 
The society received fees from the 


cash?’? Of course it was not. 





articled clerks, and nothing else, and the articled clerks were charged with 
@ proportion of the rent and a proportion of all outgoings. 
The accounts were then adopted. 


Tue Presipent AND THE Soxicrrors’ Certiricate Duty. 

It had been arranged that the discussion on the following motion by Mr. 
A. H. Hastie should be taken immediately after the accounts, and before 
the report was considered :—‘‘ That, in the opinion of this meeting, the 
president of the society committed an error of judgment when he stated, 
in regard to the reaolution for abolishing the solicitors’ duty, that he would 
do nothing to facilitate what he believed to be the most pernicious motion 
which had been carried in that hall for some time.’’ 

Prior to the discussion the president vacated the chair, which was then 
taken by the vice-president (Mr. Grinham Keen). 

Mr. Hastiz, in moving the resolution, said that no doubt it was in 
form a vote of censure, but he hoped it would be considered so in nothing 
but form. He considered the society had had during the past year the 
best president who had ever occupied that position. The business of 
these meetings had been got through with greater quickness than he had 
ever seen it before. But the society, ina very full meeting, had carried a 
resolution which a great many of them believed to be very important. It 
was in the hands of the council, and they ought to carry out the directions 
they received from the society. If the president was to be allowed to say 
he would not follow the duly formulated will of the society, then they had 
no longer a constitutional government, but were living under a despotism. 
He wanted to know whether the wishes of the majority were to be carried 
out, or whether the council were to be allowed to put a veto upon motions 
which had been duly carried. 

Mr, Emanvex seconded the motion with some hesitation, because he 
cordially agreed that the president was about the best the society had 
ever had. But if the president was to be allowed to veto a motion there 
would be an end to ali well-constituted order in the government of the 
society. The majority was not a matter for consideration; so long as a 
resolution was passed it was the duty of the council to carry it into effect 
and to conform in every way to the wishes of the meeting. 

Mr. Roses observed that two views might be taken of what the president 
had said. It might be that some gentlemen thought it a despotism for 
the president to be able to express any opinion whatever. It might bea 
despotism for forty-seven members at the end of a long meeting to pass a 
resolution which was known to be absolutely contrary to the opinion of 
nine-tenths of the provincial law societies. He called it a despotism for 
a London meeting of eighty-seven members, by a majority of seven, to 
pass a resolution to which uinety-nine-hundredths of the profession were 
opposed. In the report in the Soricrrors’ Journat it appeared that the 
words of the president were:—‘‘The motion is carried by forty-seven 
against forty. I have no hesitation in saying that with such a majority as 
that I, while president, shall take no action on the resolution’; and 
later :—‘‘ I shall do nothing to facilitate what I believe to be the most 
pernicious motion which has been carried for some time in thishall.’”’ He 
considered the president was honest, and just, and true, when he 
denounced the resolution in the terms which he had used. He thought 
the time would come when the council would have to consider whether it 
was just and right that a gross libel should be distributed amongst 7,000 
members of the profession. A majority of seven was to bind 17,000 
solicitors and 6,000 in the city of London. He thought the president had 
been justified in using the identical words to which objection was taken. 
The society owed Mr. Lake an immense obligation. He had devoted day 
and night to the interest of the profession for the year during which he 
had been president. The motion was an offence against the society, and 
he would move as an amendment to Jeave out all the words from ‘‘ That ’’ 
to the end of the motion, and to insert:—‘‘ This society in general meet- 
ing assembled has full confidence in Benjamin Greene Lake, Esq., as 
president, and gladly avails itself of this opportunity to record its grate- 
ful appreciation of the able and efficient manner in which he has discharged 
the duties of president during his year of office.’’ 

Mr. Parker s:conded the amendment. The motion was one of the 
most ungracious, one of the most ungrateful, and one of the most 
unnecessary he had ever heard moved in this hall. Mr. Lake’s year of 
office expired with this meeting, and they would see, from the motion 

eing placed at the head of the paper, that it was the opinion of the 
council that, if carried, the president would resign, not only the chair, 
but the office, before his year was rightly out. He (Mr. Parker) ventured 
to think that the meeting would do no such thing, but that it would 
gladly avail itself of the opportunity to turn the vote of censure into a vote 
of confidence, and to seize the opportunity which the motion gave, and 
which they would not otherwise have had, of recording their real sense of 
their president’s services. He was informed by the secretary that this 
was the first time in his experience that a vote of censure had ever been 
proposed on their chief officer, and he thought the meeting would agree 
with him, that before they used such a weapon they should examine 
the whole position most carefully, He asked them to vote for one who, 
in zeal, and ability, and jealous care of their rights and privileges, had 
never been exceeded, and the devotion and industry he had brought to the 
cares of the office to which he had been called were such as to set an 
example which it behoved his successors to follow. 

Mr. Forp said he should vote against the motion because Mr. Lake was 
leaving the chair, but what had happened was so ridiculous and so in- 
excusable and so unjustifiable that he was certain nothing of the kind 
would ever happen again. 





Mr. Macartuur spoke in favour of the motion, in the course of his 
remarks accusing the president of having uttered a falsehood. 

The Vicz-Presipent called upon him to withdraw the expression. 

Mr. Macarntuur: Certainly not. 
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The Vicz-Presipent: Then I ask you to sit down. 

Mr. Macarruor continued speaking, and 

Mr. Humpureys moved, Mr. J. Evterron (London) seconding, ‘‘ That 
Mr. Macarthur be no longer heard.” 

The Vice-Prestpent: I rule that he be no longer heard. 

Mr. Hastie said there was a very great feeling that Mr. Lake should 
go out of office with all the honours, snd asked permission to withdraw 
his motion, a request which was met with loud cries of dissent. 

The amendment was then carried, three votes being given against it. It 
was then put as a substantive motion, and carried with but one dissentient. 

The Presrpent then resumed the chair amidst enthusiastic cheering. 
He said: I am sure you will allow me to take up a minute of your time 
to say how very heartily I thank you for the really undeserved confidence 
you have been kind enough to place in me. All I may claim, and this I 
will claim, is that I have endeavoured to place at the service of the society 
and the profession such powers as I may possess, and to do my best to 
follow in the steps of those far abler men who filled this chair before me. 

Upon the following motion, which stood in the name of Mr. Ford, 
being reached, the president said it was out of order as the report had 
been adopted. The motion was not, therefore, put: ‘That the official 
report of the general meeting held on the 12tn of April last does not 
convey a sufficiently accurate statement of what passed as regards Mr. 
H. M. Low’s motion on the subject of the certificate duty.” 


AnnvaL Report. 


The Prestpent, in moving the adoption of the annual report, said that 
since it was printed the number of members had increased to 6,123. The 
number of members who had joined the society through the agency of 
the provincial law societies was 514 instead of 506 as stated in the report. 
With regard to the call of solicitors to the bar he was enabled to 
add to the information given in the report that the council had every 
reason to believe that the four Inns of Court had agreed to waive 
the present requirement of one year’s abandonment of practice, 
and to allow a solicitor of not less than five years’ standing to 
be called to the bar so soon as his name has been removed from 
the roll (provided that he passes the Bar [Final Examination) after 
giving twelve months’ notice of his intention. The great thing he 
thought was that the principle was given up, he did not think the period 
of twelve months would long remain. He ventured to draw attention to 
some points upon which the council had reason to congratulate themselves 
and the members. The increase of members was not inconsiderable, and 
went far to lead to the hope that the time was not far distant when this 
society and the provincial law societies would represent the whole of the 

rofession. The Solicitors Act, 1888, the Trustee Act, 1888, and the 

d Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888, which was before 
the society last year in draft, had passed into law. They had to 
congratulate themselves upon the measures which the society had been 
pleased to sanction with the object of drawing together those bonds 
of interest and cordiality which existed between the society and the 
ge ee law societies—measures which were only{beginning to be felt, 
ut which he believed would be of lasting benefit to the society. The 
issue of a new digest of the decisions under the Solicitors’ Remuneration 
Act and Orders had been effected by the council during the year. In that 
digest every member of the society would have received ample value for 
the amount he had paid as his subscription. He hoped he might be 
excused if he specially mentioned what might not be known to members 
of the “ditty -eoneh , how very greatly that digest and its excellence 
was due to Mr. William Godden, on whom, for the last five years, the 
burden of it had rested, and who had discharged his duties with so much 
devotion as to affect his health, so much so that he had been obliged, to 
the great regret of the council, to give up for the present the active 
revision of the digest. 

The Vicz-Presipent seconded the motion. 

Mr. F. K. Munton (London) asked some questions, so that the answers 
might be given publicly. With regard to the County Court Ruies, it was 
stated that ‘‘a letter was received from the Lord Chancellor to the effect 
that, although his lordship had not thought it desirable to delay the 
approval of the rules which had then been submitted to him by the com- 
mittee of county court judges, with a view to a code coming into operation 
as nearly as possible simultaneously with the County Courts Act, 1888, 
the issue of those rules would not prejudice the careful consideration by 
his lordship and the Rule Committee of the recommendations of the 
society.’’ He (Mr. Munton) would like the president to state how long 
it was since that letter was received, because, if it was received many 
months ago, as he thought, it was very important that the society should 
take some immediate steps to draw attention to the very unsatisfactory 
state of affairs with regard to the regulations under the County Courts 
Act. On the subject of counsels’ fees, there was a letter from Mr. 
Williamson, the secretary, to Mr. Lofthouse, the secretary to the Bar 
Committee, dated the 4th of December, 1888. The correspondence went 
on until the 27th of March, 1889, and apparently no answer had been 
received from the Bar Committee to that very important communication. 
The point was that, if a solicitor thought proper to brief an eminent 
counsel, according to the regulations which had been laid down it was 
necessary, if his junior was only called yesterday, to give him a heavy fee 
in proportion. This was a most pernicious state of thin He had given 


notice to ask what steps had been taken, under the resolution based upon 
his paper read in 1887, with reference to chancery sittings. They all knew 
that » committee had been appointed, but it was very desirable that 
several months should not be allowed to clapse before these pressing 
measures were pushed forward. 

Mr. Kiuper said he had given notice to ask :—‘‘ What steps the council 
have taken, if any, in conjunction with the Bar Committee and the Lord 


Chancellor and other authorities, or otherwise, to promote the 

out of the recommendations of Lord Esher’s committee by rules of court or 
Act of Parliament?’’ The report had answered this, for he found it stated : 
‘In the report of Lord Esher’s committee of August, 1885, the followin 
paragraph occurs :—‘ It is clear to all of us that the present number o’ 
judges attached to the Chancery Division cannot cope with the business 
now before them, and could not satisfactorily do so even if what may be 
called arrears were wiped off. The transfer without their consent of 
causes entered by litigants who have selected the Chancery Division as 
their preferred forum is not a satisfactory, though at present it is a neces- 
sary, interference. We have therefore felt constrained, some us for a time 
with reluctance, but now with an earnest conviction, to recommend that 
an additional judge be appointed to the Chancery Division.’ The notice 
of motion of the Attorney-General in the House of Commons during the 
last session for the appointment of an additional judge to the Chancery 
Division, shews that the present Government are of the same opinion.” 
He (Mr. Kimber) had only to ask the council what had been done since ? 

Mr. Emanvrzt, referring to the new Rules of Court issued in May, deal- 
ing with the taxation of solicitors’ costs, thought they were of a very 
oppressive character. In other matters there was a right of appeal, yet in 
a question involving the costs of a solicitor, or even his personal character, 
the taxing master was the sole arbitrator. 

The Prestpent: You are — not aware that the rules of May 
have been abolished, and that by the new rules dated July 1 a right of 
appeal is given in every case. 

Mr. Emanvex was very glad that these rules had been repealed. The 
report referred to interviews with Lord Chancellor Selborne and Lord 
Chancellor Herschell in 1885 and 1886, when the former had expressed 
his opinion that the Incorporated Law Society, as representing the 
profession, ought to be, and while he was Lord Ohancellor should be, 
consulted before the issue of new rules, while Lord Herschell considered 
that solicitors ought to have a statutory right to be consulted before the 
promulgation of new rules. He (Mr. Emanuel) thought the council 
should communicate with the present Lord Chancellor with the object of 
giving their opinion in regard to new rules seriously aff the profes- 
sion. He regretted to see by the report that an increasingly large 
number of candidates were rejected at the preliminary examinations. 
He thought the examination should bs made less stringent. 

Mr. Corrine (London) said that in last year’s report the council had 
been in communication with the Bar Committee with regard to the Standing 
Committee of the bar and solicitors being consulted before new rules were 
issued. He saw by the present report that the council had failed to 
obtain any consultative right, and wished to know whether they were 
still of opinion that statutory powers should be obtained. 

Mr. Tayter (London) objected to the extensive power given to the 
taxing masters by the new rules of court. 

Mr. Fox, with to the call of solicitors to the bar, “ns that 
something should done for the relief of solicitors who had already 
entered themselves as students at the Inns of Court, so that they need 
not keep the remaining terms. 

Mr. H. M. Low (London) said the report referred to the annual certifi- 
cate duty, and he would move that, so far as that portion of the report 
was concerned, the report should be referred back to the council. He did 
this on the ground that the council had exceeded their authority in declin- 
ing to act upon the mandate of a resolution passed in that hall. The report 
said: ‘‘ Having regard, however, to the statement made by the ent 
at the special general meeting, held on the 12th of April, as to inex- 
pediency of taking any steps in the direction indicated, the council do not 
propose to take any action on the resolution until it has been again con- 
sidered by the society.” The statement was, shortly, that the president 
had in hand the Land Transfer Act and would be very much hampered if 
the resolution were carried into effect. The Land Transfer Bill had now 
gone by the board, and that objection was no longer tenable. 

Mr. A. M. M. Forses (London) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Macartuvur endeavoured to speak, but 

The Prestpent ordered him to sit down. 

Mr. Macarruvr persisted in addressing the meeting. 

Mr. Humpureys: If Mr. Macarthur does not sit down I shall move that 
he be turned out. 

The Prestpent: If Mr. Macarthur disregards the authority of the chair 
after the gross insult which, in the opinion of the meeting, he has been 
guilty to one who was not in the chair, I, as president, shall direct that he 
leave the hall, and shall take care that he be compelled to do so. 

Mr. Macarthur thereupon left the hall. 

The Presipent, replying to the questions that had been put, said, with 
regard to the County Court Rules, that negotiations had been in progress 
almost without intermission. He could not say they had been going on 
altogether satisfactorily, but the council ho there would be a form of 
proposal made which would be satisfacto Mr. Munton, to whom the 
society were under much obligation. With reference to the second ques- 
tion that had been asked, the Bar Committee had not replied. He ven- 
tured to think the society would hardly be acting wisely in forcing a 
reply. With respect to Mr. Munton’s question about the report of the 
joint committee, he thought it would be sufficiently answered by saying 
that the joint committee were unanimous in believing that no sub- 
stantial good could be done without the appointment of another judge. 
A question had been asked as to the submission of new rules to 
council. He need not say that the council were most anxious that, where 
practicable, the rules of practice or otherwise should be submitted t> 
them. The judges, and those who prepared the rules, were extremely 
courteous, and generally gave the council the opportunity of ae 
through them. The council had ventured to point out to the 
| Chancellor that the practice of not submitting the rules to the council, 
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and to others conversant with the measures dealt with, was not a wise one, 
but he (the president) was inclined to think that the singular muddle 
made in these two rules of taxation will have rather tended to show the 
Lord Chancellor that the practice in question was not a wise one. Mr. 
Emanuel had objected to the severity of the preliminary examination. 
He (the president) must say he was no advocate for diminishing the 
severity of the examinations, and there had been motions brought forward 
at these mectings tending to increase that severity. But whatever might 
be his individual opinion, the council had very little power in the matter. 
The power of altering the rules rests with the judges, and when the 
council took up the view that the examination should be more stringent, 
the judges had said it was sufficiently high already. With regard to Mr. 
Copping’s question, if they asked him (the president) his personal opinion, 
he 2 with him, but he asked if the council had taken any steps to 
ob that statutory right. He (the president) did not think that 
at present any attempt to do so, after the strongly expressed opinion of 
the Lord Chancellor, would be of any avail. Mr. Fox had asked that 
something should be done for solicitors who had entered as students for 
the bar that they might not have to keep the remaining terms. He (the 
president) could only say that was a measure for which he must refer Mr. 
Fox to the Inns of Court, and over which he had no jurisdiction whatever. 
He then put Mr. Low’s amendment, which was negatived by a large 
majority, and the report was adopted. 


New Rvues or Denate. 


The Prestpent, on behalf of the council, moved the adoption, as new 
and additional bye-laws, of the rules of debate prepared by the committee 
yy at the special general meeting of the society, held on the 12th 
of April, 1889. He said the subject came before the society in this way. 
At the last general meeting a resolution had been passed which resulted 
in a committee being appointed to consider the rules of debate. The 
committee was a mixed committee, consisting of members of the council 
and of the society, and, he thought, representing all opinions. As might 
be expected, there was not entire unanimity, though on some points 
everyone was agreed. On one or two points there would be a difference 
of opinion to-day. Under the present bye-laws the president had an 
absolutely despotic power as to the rules of debate. Now that the society 
had large meetings, and differences of opinion were expressed, it was 
desirable that the rules of debate should be a little more elastic. The 
limit of time for speaking fixed by the new rules was that adopted by the 
London County Council and by some other bodies. With regard to the 
pret rule—‘‘ No resolution shall be binding on the society until it has 

n adopted by the council, or has been confirmed at a second general 
meeting ’’—there would no doubt be some difference of opinion. There 
were objections felt by a large majority of the members to taking a vote 
upon questions discussed here by voting papers to be signed by those who 
had not heard the arguments. Another great inconvenience arose from 
the fact that notices of motion were given by those who did not always 
attend to move them. The result was that members had rather got into 
the habit of su apes that, if there was anything very serious brought 
up, there woul some opportunity of reconsidering it. Asa matter of 
fact, notices of motion had been given by one and the same member at the 
last three general meetings, pod on not one of these occasions had the 
member been present to move the resolutions. It was obviously very 
inconvenient. If a member did not know whether a motion was comiog 
on or not, he would not give up his afternoon to attend with regard to it. 
On the other hand, if a motion was carried, by however small a majority, 
it was much better it should go before a second meeting, when members 
would know it would be discussed, than that a responsibility should be 
thrown upon the president to decide what action should be taken. He 
would like to point out that it followed, from the fact of the council 
having the management of the business of the society, that they must 
know a great deal more as to what was for the benefit of the society than 
could possibly be disclosed in a general meeting. If the second meeting 
—— a certain course of action, the council must carry it out, or, if 
they thought it of sufficient importance, cease to be the eociety’s council. 
He would like to remind them that the council was particularly repre- 
sentative. It was constantly renewed, or, at all events, re-elected, and he 
did not think it was asking too much to ask that the council should have 
ba 2 ogo of giving a suspensory vote. 

e following motion was then discussed :— 

**(1) In case any debate shall arise upon any subject, no member sball 
be permitted to speak more than once upon the same question, except 
that the mover of any resolution shall be allowed to speak in reply, after 
which the debate shall be closed. 

A Memoesr proposed that there should be added, ‘‘ And the president 
shall not be at liberty to address the meeting on the motion after the 
reply of the mover.”’ 

The Presipznt: I cannot take that, because notice of motion has 
already been given of a similar amendment at a later stage. 

The motion was agreed to, as were the following :— 

**(2) The mover of an original motion shall not, against the evident 
sense of the meeting as expressed by the chairman, speak for more than 
fifteen minutes ; no other speaker shall, nor shall the mover in reply, as 
against such evident sense expressed as aforesaid, speak for more than ten 
minutes.” 

‘**(3) Any member desiring to move the previous question, or that the 
question be not now put, shall do so by moving that the meeting do pro- 
ceed to the next business.’’ 

The Presipent then moved: 

**(4) The mover of a motion for the adjournment either of the meeting 
or of the debate, or that the question be now put, or that the meeting do 
proceed to the next business, may speak for not more than five minutes, 





and any such motion shall be seconded without aspeech. One member (the 
mover of the motion or amendment under discussion to have the prefer. 
ence) may speak for five minutes in opposition to any such motion, which 
shall then be put by the chairman without debate.” 

Mr. Green proposed to add, ‘‘ except that the chairman shall not allow 
‘that the question be now put’ to be moved unless he think fit.” 

Mr. M‘Letuan (Rochester) seconded. 

The amendment was negatived. 

Mr. Forp moved that the words ‘‘ or amendment ”’ be struck out. 

The amendment was negatived, five votes being given in its favour, and 
the motion, as altered, was adopted. 

The following rules were agreed to without discussion :— 

‘*(5) A member who has spoken may, by permission of the chairman, 
be again heard in explanation ; but he shall not introduce new matter, or 
interrupt a member who is speaking.’’ 

‘*(6) Whenever an amendment upon an original motion has been 
moved and seconded, no second or subsequent amendment shall be moved 
until the first amendment shall have been disposed of. If an amendment 
be carried, the motion as amended shall take the place of the original 
motion, and shall become the question upon which any further amendment 
may be moved.”’ 

The Presipent moved : 

‘*(7) No member shall move more than one amendment upon any 
motion.’’ 

Mr. Green opposed the motion. He thought a second amendment 
could often most fittingly come from the same member. 

Mr. Puitimore thought the rule an absurdity. 

The rule wae adopted. 

The Presipent moved: 

*«(8) No resolution shall be binding on the society until it has been 
a by the council, or has been confirmed at a second general meet- 


Mr. M‘Leiian moved as an amendment to strike out the words “ until 
it has been adopted by the council.” 

The Presipent said the difficulty was that it might be desirable to act 
on a resolution at once, and they could not do so under the alteration for 
several months. 

Mr. Forp said this was not a rule of debate at all. 
resolution of which he had given notice, as follows :— 

‘* That in view of the course taken by the president upon Mr. H. M. 
Low’s motion re annual certificate duty, at the last general meeting, 
where at a general meeting of the society a resolution is adopted which in 
the opinion of the council does not reflect the views of a majority of the 
members of the society, it shall be the duty of the council to take a poll 
of the members as follows :—The secretary shall, not later than ten days 
after the day when such a general meeting took place, forward a voting 
paper to every member of the society, whereby each member can vote for 
or against such resolution. The voting paper shall set out the resolution, 
and the provisions of bye-law 18 shall, mutatis mutandis, regulate the pro- 
ceedings in connection with taking such poll.” 

The Presipent said this was not an amendment to the resolution. He 
then put Mr. M’Lellan’s amendment, which was negatived. 

Mr. Puitumore proposed to substitute for the word ‘‘second”’ the word 
‘next,” so that the resolution would be brought up at the next general 
meeting. 

The Presipent agreed with the suggestion, and the rule was passed in 
the following form :—‘‘ No resolution shall be binding on the society until 
it has been adopted by the council, or has been confirmed at the next 
general meeting, and it shall be the duty of the council, if they do not 
adopt the resolution, to bring the same before the next general meeting 
accordingly.’’ 

Mr. Low moved, and Mr. Forp seconded, an amendment, ‘‘That, instead 
of the words ‘ next general meeting,’ the words shall be ‘ within one month 
of the original meeting.’ ”’ 

The Prestpent pointed out that if there were enough members to make 
it worth their while they could call a general meeting by requisition. 

The amendment was negatived, six votes being given in its favour, and 
the rule was adopted. 

The following rule was agreed to:— 

‘*(9) The chairman may call the attention of the meeting to continued 
irrelevance, tedious repetition, unbecoming language, or any breach of 
order on the part of a member, and may direct such member to discon- 
tinue his speech. 

The Presipent moved as follows: —“‘ At least fifteen days’ written notice 
shall be given to the secretary before the day for holding any annual or 
special general meeting of any motion to be moved, or proposition to be 
considered, at such meeting.” He said the reason for this was that some 
members sent in notices of motion only two or three days before the meet- 
ing. Therefore they must either be put to the meeting without the 
knowledge of members not present or the society must be put to the ex- 
pense of sending out additional notices to each member. 

The rule was adopted. 


He would move the 


Tue Socrery’s Hau. 

The Presrpent asked for the decision of the meeting on a petition pre- 
sented to the council, asking that the Hall should be closed at the same 
time and on the same occasions as the library, except that the hall should 
remain open till 6 pm. on Saturdays, and, in order to raise discussion, 
moved that the prayer of the petition be complied with, and that the 
council be authorized to take the necessary steps for that purpose. 

. Mr. Forp moved an amendment that the club be closed at the same 
ours. 

The Presipgnt ruled that this was not an amendment. 
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Mr. Taytor objected to the hall being closed at 6 o’clock during the 
Long Vacation, when the hall was much used by members. 

Mr. Fox moved as an amendment: ‘‘ That it is not desirable to close 
the hall at 6 o’clock during the Long Vacation except on Saturdays.” 

Mr. How terr (Brighton) supported the amendment. 

The Prestpgnt accepted the amendment, and the motion was adopted 
in the following terms :—‘‘ That, subject to such regulations and excep- 
tions as to the council seem nece: or desirable, the prayer of the peti- 
tion be complied with so far as it relates to Saturdays and bank holidays, 
and that the council be requested to take the necessary steps for that 
purpose.” 
Court or Orminat AppkAL. 

Mr. Kimuzr asked, in accordance with notice: ‘‘ What steps have been 
taken in furtherance of the establishment of a court of appeal in criminal 
cases, and enabling all accused persons to give evidence, both of which 
projects have from time to time been approved of by the society ?”’ 

The Presmpent replied that no steps had been taken. In 1884 the 
council had reported in favour of a Bill allowing persons criminally accused 
to give evidence in their own case. The council had done nothing since. 
It was not a matter in which they could well take the initiative. 


Consutar Courts. 

Mr. Krwzer moved: ‘‘That the administration of justice in consular 
courts is defective, and that proper provision ought to be made for ensur- 
ing the due discharge of judicial functions in those courts.’’ He said it 
might not be within the knowledge of all present that the Foreign Office 
claimed the right and exercised it of appointing unqualified persons to 
judicial posts in the consular service, and this had happened with the 
—_ lamentable results. Mr. Kimber was referring to certain cases, 
when 

Mr. Rosg objected that it was out of order that gentlemen serving 
~~ country and the Government should have aspereions cast upon them 
in this way. 

The Presipent thought it would be a very serious thing for the society 
to pass affirmatively a resolution of this description with comparatively 
small information, because, although Mr. Kimber might know a great 
deal about the subject, he (the president) was afraid no one present 
could check him. Did Mr. Kimber think he could do any real good by 
pressing the motion? Would it not be better to content himself with 
giving the council the information ? 

Mr. Kimuer said he would leave himself entirely in the hands of the 
society after he had drawn attention to the facts. He thought, after the 
society had taken such pains to educate the members of the profession, 
that it was desirable that all persons acting as advocates, barristers, or 
solicitors or judges should give the public some guarantee of their legal 
attainments. This was not the case with regard to the consular service, 
The matter was shortly to be brought before the House of Commons, and 
it was only fitting that the society should be informed of the facts. He 
would content himself with having brought the matter forward, and 
would not move the resolution. 


Arracks on Souicrrors. 


The following notice of motion stood in the name of Mr. Kiuner:— 
‘‘That the council invite the members of the society to form a defence 
committee and a special defence fund for the purpose of aiding solicitors 
who are members of the society to defend themselves from the unjust and 
unwarrantable attacks which are now so frequently made upon them.”’ 

The Prestpent said he was obliged to tell the meeting that the council 
could not undertake the management of such a fund. The council had 
on more than one occasion supported solicitors who required such support, 
but they would not be prepared to undertake such a fund. 

Mr. Kimuer thought that the members of the profession were very much 
more attacked than they attacked other persons. It was very much more 
necessary that they should be defended than that they should be struck 
off the roll. It was quite competent for the members of the society to 
take up the matter and form an association for mutual defence, and he 
would withdraw the motion for the present. 


Law Socrery Cuivs. 

The following notice of motion stood in the name of Mr. Forn:—‘' That 
in the opinion of this meeting the interests of the society require that the 
club should give up to the society possession of the club premises, and the 
council are hereby authorized and directed to give the necessary notice to 
= provided by the resolution of the society passed on the 11th of July, 


Mr. Etterton submitted that the motion was not in order. It was 
ee altogether the change made in the constitution of the club. 
= club was now a part of the society, and could not be treated asa 

nant. 

The Presipent ruled that the motion was in order. 

Mr. Forp asked that the matter might stand adjourned, and that the 
meeting should so agree. As, however, there were indications of dissent 
he moved the resolution. 

Mr. J. Watter (London) seconded. 

Mr. Fincu said it was open to every member of the society to become a 
member of the club if he wished. 

The motion was negatived ; fourteen votes being given in its favour, 
and a large majority against. , 


Procrgpincs aGarnst So.icrrors. 
The following notice of motion stood in the name of Mr. Forp :— 
‘*That owing to the proceedings of the society in the two cases of Mr. G. 
Mayor Cooke, in the Court of Appeal, and also that of a solicitor before 
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the Court of Appeal on the 20th of May, both proving abortive, it is only 
juet that the payments out of et of each of the two solicitors in 
question should be borne by this society.” Mr. Ford said he would 
withdraw the motion, because there was a balance on the wrong side 
according to the annual report. 


ResoivuTions oF GENERAL Megrines, 

The following notice of motion stood in the name of Mr. Forp :—‘' All 
resolutions of the society shall be forthwith acted upon by the council, 
except that the council shall delay acting upon any resolution as to which 
voting papers are to be issued, until the decision arrived at by the agency 
of — voting papers is known, and the council shall then act accord- 
ingly. 

Mr. M‘Lgxuan objected that this was out of order, and 

The Presipent so ruled. 

Rugs or Departs. 

Mr. Forp withdrew the following resolution, of which he had given notice, 
as it had been already discussed :—‘ It shall not be competent for the 
chairman of any general meeting to discuss the subject-matter of any 
notice of motion, either before the motion is made, or after the reply of 
the mover, or after it has been dis of, nor shall such chairman 
otherwise attempt to sway the deliberation or the decision of those over 
whom he presides,’’ 

Byz- Laws. 

Mr. Forp moved, in accordance with notice, a resolution for altering the 
bye-laws so as to permit of a question being again discussed after a 
period of six months, instead of twelve, as is the case at present. 

The motion was not seconded. 

A vote of thanks to the president, moved by Mr. Forp, and seconded 
by Mr. H. E. Grissxe (London), terminated the proceedings. 


THE GLOUCESTERSHIRE AND WILTSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY, 


The annual meeting of this society was held at Gloucester on the 11th 
inst., Mr. Euierr, president of the society, in the chair. There was a full 
attendance. 

The Prestpenr moved the adoption of the report of the committee. 
This was seconded by Mr. Geo. Wurrcomar (Gloucester), and carried. 

A resolution was unanimously adopted sey strong disapproval of 
Mr. Hastie’s motion for the general meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society on the following day, and warmly thanking Mr. B. G. Lake for 
his great exertions on behalf of the profession, especially in relation to the 
Land Transfer Bill. 

Sums amounting to £80 were voted for a widow and children of 
deceased Gloucestershire solicitors. 

The following gentlemen were elected on the committee, viz.: —Mr. 
M. F. Oarter (Newnham), Mr. C. F. Gale (Cheltenham), Mr. W. 8S. Jones 
(Malmesbury), Mr. A. J. Keary (Chippenham), Mr. H. Kinneir (Swindon), 
Mr. G. B. Smith (Nailsworth), Mr. W. Warman (Stroud), and Mr. James 
Wintle (Newnham). 

The hon. secretary, Mr. E. W. Coren (Gloucester), was re-elected. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members —The present number of members is 104. 

Land Transfer Bill.—Thbis Biil has continued to occupy the serious 
attention of the committee. At the time of the last general meeting the 
Bill of 1888 was before a select committee of the House of Lords, and that 
committee did not complete its labours before the session terminated. 
The Bill was re-introduced in the House of Lords early in the present 
session, and was found to have been considerably altered so far as it had 
been dealt with by the select committee. The most material alteration 
was the omission of the requirement of double registration by an intending 
transferor, as well as by the transferee. The select committee was re- 
appointed on the introduction of the Bill in the present session, and the 
Bill as amended has only recently beea reported to the House. Further 
material alterations have been made, and the Bill is now much improved, 
but the compulsory clauses still remain. While the Bill was still before 
the select committee a strong feeling had been growing up amongst the 
profession, that inasmuch as there has been and is no demand on the part 
of landowners for the measure, and as the experience of solicitors satisfies 
them that compulsory registration will neither simplify titles, nor cheapen 
transfer, it is both the right and the duty of the profession to exercive its 
legitimate political infl gnized as it is to be powerful, if exerted 
—to oppose the Bill unless the compulsory clauses are struck out, and 
unless solicitors were secured against having their proper professional 
business taken away from them by officials, or by unqualified persons. It 
would now seem that the select committee have so amended the Bill as to 
afford the profession and the public protection from unqualified practi- 
tioners, and so as also to prevent the establishment of a system of official 
conveyancing. Your committee, however, think that the opposition 
should be continued, unlees the compulsory clauses are withdrawn, and 
they again record their conviction that there is no good reason why land- 
owners should be put to the expense and trouble of registration, whether 
they desire it or not. The Council of the Incorporated Law Society, after 
having issued a most valuable pamphlet of observations on the Bill, the 
fruits of which are to be seen in some of the most important alterations 
made by the select committee, recognized the feeling of the profession, 
and placed itself at the head of an organization for opposing the Bill on 
the two important points referred to. In this opposition the council has 
received the hearty co-operation of the Associated Provincial Law 
| Societies, and your committee have readily taken part in the movement. 
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The course adopted has been thus :—At the invitation of your committee 
a small committee has been formed in each electoral division within the 
district represented by the society. These committees have communicated 
by letter or by deputation, or both, with the Members of Parliament for 
the several divisions, and bave also availed themselves of such opportunity 
as they possessed of bringing the views of the profession before peers 
locally resident. At the present stage of the opposition it would not be 
cg to publish in detail the result of these steps, but your committee 
ve every reason to be satisfied with the assurances thus far obtained, 
and are confident that the opposition if continued will be successful. 
They ask the society to strengthen their hands by a clear expression of 
opinion at the general meeting, and by the exercise of the individual 
influence of the members with their representatives in Parliament. The 
committee cannot pars from the subject without exprersing their sense of 
the obligation solicitors are under to the Soricrtors’ JourNnat, for its 
timely and powerful articles on this question, which have done so much to 
bring out the real character and tendency of the Bill as originally intro- 
duced, especially as to its bearing upon the interests of the profession. 

The Solscitors Act, 1888 —This Act deserves special attention as marking 
a further step in the progress of the profession towards complete self- 
government. It provides for the appointment of a committee, consisting 
of members of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, to which all 
applications against a solicitor must, in the first instance, be made. It is 
anticipated that the measure will have the effect of protecting solicitors 
from being called upon to defend themselves before the ordinary tribunals 
against unfounded charges, and, at the same time, of facilitating the 
removal from the roll of solicitors who bring discredit upon the profession. 
In the course of the promotion of the Bill, the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society desired an expression of opinion upon it from the provin- 
= law societies, and your committee gave their opinion strongly in its 
favour. 

Annual Certificate Duty.—Your committee have again conveyed to the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society the opinion that it is inexpedient 
to support the Bill which has been re-introduced into Parliament for 
repealing the certificate duty. Your president, representing the society 
at a meeting of the provincial Jaw societies in March last, supported a 
resolution, which was then passed, to the same effect. 

Trustee Act, 1888—Land Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888.— 
Your committee concurred with the other provincial law societies in 
supporting the Council of the Incorporated Law Society in the promotion 
of these measures, and feel that the thanks of the profession and the 
— are due to the council for the beneficial legislation thus initiated by 
them. 

Tazation of Costs Order (May, 1889) —Your committee, at the request of 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, delegated the president to 
join a deputation to the Lord Chancellor, with the object of obtaining the 
revision of this order, which, by empowering taxing masters to award a 

ross sum, according to their idea of the amount of costs which ought to 
we been incurred in any case, appeared to the committee to place an 
arbitrary power in the hands of the taxing master, without appeal, and 
therefore to be capable of being worked so as to cause gross injustice to 
solicitors. The result of the application to the Lord Chancellor is not yet 
known, but it is hoped that the efforts of the council and delegates will be 
successful. 

Conditions of Sale charging Auction Fees to Purchasers.—The report of the 
committee for 1888, adopttd at the last annual general meeting, recom- 
mended that the further consideration of this question should stand over 
until the appeal of the House of Lords in the case of Re Newbould should 
be decided. The adoption of the same report expressed the sense of the 
members that resolutions such as those passed by tho society on this sub- 
ject are to be treated as expressing the general sense of the society as to 
the best practice, and not as rules, the observance of which is to be a con- 
dition of membership. The material question involved in Re Newbould 
was settled by the House of Lords, in the case of 7s Parker, on an appeal, 
assisted by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, and the decision 
establishes the right of solicitors to be paid according to the old system, 
as altered by Schedule 2 of the Remuneration Order, for work done in 
connection with an auction prior to deducing title, when the conducting 
scale is not earned. This still leaves unsettled the question whether a 
solicitor is entitled to the conducting scale when an auctioneer is 
employed and paid only a moderate fee for offering the property by 
auction, such fee being paid by the vendor. In the meantime the Council 
of the Incorporated Law Society have advised that where the auctioneer’s 
fee is paid by the purchaser, the solicitor is not thereby precluded from 
earning the conducting scale, and the council have further intimated that 
they do not now press the objection they formerly felt to conditions throw- 
ing on a purchaser the auctioneer’s commission. This fact wascommunicated 
tothe members by your committee by circular dated the 9th of March last, 
and appears to have been considered satisfactory. The president brought 
the subject before the Associated Provincial Law Societies at a meeting 
held on the 2ist of March last, but the general feeling of the 1epresenta- 
tives present was against the adoption of such a condition. 

The Ellett Benevolent Fund.—At the last annual general meeting of the 
society, Mr. James Wintle moved pursuant to notice :—‘ That the sum of 
one hundred and five pounds be handed by the society to the president, 
and that he be asked to accept that sum in recognition of the society’s 
on obligation to him for his very valuable services to the society 

uring the five years and upwards that he has held the office of president, 
and represented the society on the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, and which serviees have necessarily entailed on him a cash 
expenditure of a Jarge amount.’’ This motion was seconded by Mr. 
William Stephens Jones, and carried unanimously. Mr. Ellett, in thanking 
the society and accepting the gift, expressed the desire that the money 
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might be applied in establishing a benevolent fund in connection with the 
society, and associated with the tenure of office in it. The general 
meeting adopted this suggestion, and referred it to the committee to 
arrange and carry out in conjunction with the president a scheme for 
giving effect to his wishes as expressed at the meeting. The committee 
accordingly gave the matter their consideration, and with the full 
approval of the president they unanimously adopted the following scheme, 
viz. :—That the sum of £100 (part of the £105), be forthwith invested in the 
names of Mr. Robert Ellett, and of such other members of the society as 
he may direct. That the fund constituted by such investment be called 
‘The Ellett Benevolent Fund.’’ That the income of such fund be from 
time to time disposed of and applied in such manner, and to or for such 
benevolent objects or purposes as Mr. Ellett shall direct. That failing 
any such direction, then such income, and any accumulation thereof, be 
applied so soon as practicable in constituting the president, vice-president, 
or any other officer for the time being of this society, a life member of 
‘* The Solicitors’ Benevolent Aesociation.” That the remaining sum of £5, 
supplemented by a further sum of £5 10s, and making together the sum 
of £10 10s., be forthwith paid to ‘‘ The Solicitors’ Benevolent Association ”’ 
in the name of Mr. Ellett, and so as to constitute him a life member of 
that aseociation, 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Nanannar Harrpas, one of the judges of the High Court at Bom- 
bay, who died recently at Bombay, was a native of Guzerat, and was born 
in 1832. He was educated at the Surat Government School and at 
Elphinstone College, Bombay. In 1852 he was appointed by the late 
Sir Thomas Erskine Perry, Chief Justice of Bombay, to the office of 
assistant-translator to the Supreme Court at Bombay, and he held that 
office for over ten years. He was employed by the Bombay Government 
in preparing the official Guzerattie translation of the Indian Penal Code, 
and of the Codes of Civil and Criminal Procedure, In 1861 he was 
admitted as a pleader of the Supreme Court, and he practised with con- 
siderable success. In 1868 he was appointed a puisne judge of the High 
Court of Judicature at Bombay, and he held that office till his death. 
The Times says :—‘‘ The position attained by Mr. Justice Nanabhai Hari- 
das in the public service furnishes an illustration of the liberal tendencies 
of the British Indian Administration, under which it is possible for a duly- 
qualified subject of her Majesty, of whatever race or creed, to rise to the 
highest offices under the Crown in India.’ 


Mr. AtrrepD Cuartes Tatuam, solicitor (of the firm of Tathams & 
Hardy), of Library-chambers, Gray’s-inn, died at his residence, Trevor 
Lodge, Surbiton Hill, om the 8th inst. at the age of seventy. Mr. 
Tatham was born in 1818. He was admitted a solicitor in 1842, and he 
had since carried on an extensive practice in Staple-inn, and more 
recently in Gray’s-inn. He was at the time of his death associated in 
partnership with Mr. Leonard James Tatham and Mr. Charles Frederick 
Hardy. Mr. Tatham was for many years vestry clerk of the large parish 
of Hornsey, and he had been solicitor to the Hornsey School Board ever 
since its formation. He was also solicitor to the Hornsey Local Board. 
Mr. Tatham was for many years one of the Surbiton Improvement 
Commissioners. He was buried at Surbiton on the 12th inst. 


Mr. Epwarp Borrow, barrister, died at his residence, 43, Connaught- 
square, on the 15th inst. in his eeventy-ninth year. Mr. Bortor. was the 
third son of the Rev. John Drew Borton, rector of Blofield, Norfolk, and 
was born in 1810, He was educated at Trinity Hall, Cambridge, where he 
graduated first class in Civil Law in 1832. He was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1839, and he practised in the Chancery 
Division. Mr. Borton was for nearly fifteen years secretary to the late 
Vice-Chancellor Malins. He was married, first, in 1847 to the second 
daughter of Mr. George Hutton Wilkinson, recorder of Durham, and 
secondly, in 1857, to the youngest daughter of Mr. William Armstrong. 


Mr. Atrrep Haruswortn, barrister, died on the 16th inst. Mr. 
Harmsworth was the only son of Mr. Charles Harmsworth, and was 
born in 1837. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity 
Term, 1869, and he practised on the South-Eastern Circuit, and at the 
Middlesex, Essex, Hertford, and St. Alban’s Sessions. He had a good 
business, and he frequently appeared as junior counsel for the Great 
Northern Railway Co. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Artuvr James Bgarcrorr, solicitor, of Droitwich, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Droitwich Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, School 
Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority, and Superinten- 
dent-Registrar of Births, Deaths, and Marriages for the Droitwich District, 
in succession to his father, the late Mr. Henry Bearcroft. Mr. A.J. Bear- 
croft was admitted a solicitor in 1880. 


Mr. Tuomas Bearp, solicitor, of 10, Basinghall-street, has been ap- 
pointed by Mr. Walter Harris, sheriff-elect, to be one of the Under- 
Sheriffs of the City of London for the ensuing year. Mr. Beard is deputy 
for the ward -f Bassishaw. He was admitted a solicitor in 1858, and he 
is in partnership with his sons, Mr. Walter James Westcott Beard, ves- 
try - of the parish of St. Michael, Bassishaw, and Mr. Thomas George 
Beard. 


Mr. Percy Naytor, solicitor, of Keighley, has been appointed Law 
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Clerk to the Haworth Local Board. Mr. Naylor was admitted a solicitor 
in 1887. 

Mr. Tuomas Gripton GREeEnsiL1, solicitor, of Wolverhampton, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 

Mr. Joun Nickxoips Correrett, solicitor, of Walsall, has been ap- 
appointed Solicitor to the Walsall District Licensed Victuallers’ and Beer 
Retailers’ Friendly and Protection Society. Mr. Cotterell was admitted a 
solicitor in 1880. 

Mr. Josgru Witson, solicitor (of the firm of Huish & Wilson), of Derby 
Ilkeston, and Long Eaton, has been appointed a Commissioner to adminis- 
ter Oaths in the Supreme Oourt of Judicature. 


Mr. Epwarp Arcupatt Frooks, solicitor, of Sherborne, has been 
appointed Registrar of the Archdeaconry of Dorset. Mr. Ffooks is 
clerk of the peace for Dorsetshire. He was admitted a solicitor in 1882. 


Mr. Joun Lioyp Morean, barrister, who has been elected M.P. for the 
Western Division of Carmarthenshire in the Liberal interest, is the son 
of Mr. William Morgan, of Carmarthen, and was born in 1861. He was 
educated at Trinity Hall, Cambridge. He was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in May, 1884, and he practises on the South Wales and 
Chester Circuit. Mr. Morgau is a magistrate for Carmarthenshire. 


Mr. Vincent Brown, barrister, has been appointed to act as Solicitor- 
General of Trinidad. Mr. Brown is the son of Mr. Joseph Brown, of 
Trinidad. He was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn in July, 1878, 


Mr. Epwarp Parker WotstenHoums, barrister, has been elected a 
Bencher of Lincoln’s-inn. 


Mr. Witu1am Epvwarp Cave, solicitor, of Altrincham, registrar of the 
Altrincham County Court, has been appointed Registrar of the Birken- 
head County Court (Circuit No. 7), and District Registrar under the 
Judicature Acts, in succession to the late Mr. John Robert Williams. Mr. 
Cave was admitted a solicitor in 1864. 


Mr. Joun Lamp, solicitor and notary, of Birkenhead, has been appointed 
Registrar of the Altrincham County Court (Circuit No. 7), in succession to 
Mr. William Edward Cave, who has been appointed registrar of the 
Birkenhead County Court. Mr. Lamb was admitted a solicitor in 1879. 


Mr. Epwarp Bruce Hrnptz, barrister, has been appointed Queen’s 
Advocate for the Gold Coast Colony. Mr. Hindle is the eldest son of Mr. 
John Hindle, of Stockport, and was born in 1851. ie was called to the 
ber at the Middle Temple in June, 1879, and he formerly practised on the 
Northern Circuit, He has been for several years a district commissioner 
in the Gold Coast Colony. 


Mr. Ratru Danret Maxtnson Littier, Q.C, has been elected Chair- 
man of the Middlesex Quarter Sessions. Mr. Littler is the son of the Rev. 
Robert Littler, and was born in 1835. He was educated at University 
College, London, and he graduated B.A. of the University of London in 
1856. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 
1857, but he afterwards migrated to the Middle Temple. He practises on 
the Northern CircuiS and at the Parliamentary bar. He was for several 
ycars a revising barrister, and he became a Queen’s Counsel in 1873. 
Mr. Littler is also chairman of the Middlesex County Council, and of the 
Wood Green Local Board, a magistrate for Middlesex, and a Bencher of 
the Middle Temple. 


Mr. Grorcz Lewis Garcia, Solicitor-General of Trinidad, has been 
appointed to act as Attorney-General of Trinidad. Mr. Garcia is the 
eldest son of Mr. George Garcia, of Trinidad. He was born in 1845, and 
he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1868. 


The Right Hon. Lzonarp Henry Courtney, M.P., Chairman of 
Committees in the House of Commons, has been elected a Bencher of 
Lincoln’s-inn. 

Mr. Ricuarp WILt1AM Forrest, solicitor (of the firm of Robb & Forrest), 
of Gainsborough, has been appointed Deputy Clerk to the Gainsborough 
Local Board. Mr. Forrest was admitted a solicitor in 1884. 


Mr. Hatz Horatio Suepuarp, barrister, has been appointed a Judge 
of the High Court of Judicature at Madras. Mr. Justice Shephard is the 
second son of Mr. John Shephard, of Egham, Surrey, and was born in 
1843. He was educated at Balliol College, Oxford, where he graduated 
second claes in Classics in 1865. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1867, and he formerly practised on the 
Home Circuit. He was for several years Government Pleader at Madras, 
and he has already acted as a judge of the High Court. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvuTion. 

Frep GarpNer and Txomas Ricuarps Penpgret Hersert, Newport, 
Monmouth, solicitors (Gardner & Herbert). July 1. The said Thomas 
Richards Penderel Herbert will carry on the business on his own account 
under the style or firm of Gardner & Herbert. (Gazette, July 16. 





GENERAL. 
The Trust Funds Investment Bill was in the paper of the House of 
Lords for second reading on Thursday. ; 


The Public Trustee Bill has already passed through Committee in tbe 
House of Lords. 


A correspondent of the St. James's Gazette says that the Master of the 








Rolls was presented to the Shah at Hatfield, and his Maj took him to 
be the Queen’s chief executioner, and expressed a hope that he performed 
his painful duties as humanely as possible. 


A new Bills of Sale Bill has been introduced by the Lord Chancellor, 
consisting of the following clauses :—‘‘ 1. An instrument hypothecating or 
declaring trusts of imported goods during the interval between the 
discharge of the — from the ship in which they are imported and their 
deposit in a warehouse or delivery to a purchaser, shall not be deemed a 
bill of sale within the meaning of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882. 2. This 
Act may be cited as the Bills of Sale Act, 1889.’’ 


The Builder says that the demolition of a modern house that stood 
against the southern wall of the Rolls Chapel, opens out the hitherto 
private way between the Public Record Office and Rolls-yard. The 
removal of the house also lays bare most of the original walling—as 
latterly cased in flint—of this side of the chapel, er with the tower, 
square on plan, and with its coign-stones much decayed, at the south- 
eastern angle. In this tower's western wall is a high narrow slit window 
that lights the newel staircase within. Moreover, one can now clearly 
trace the outline of one of the original windows, being that in the southern 
wall, nearest to the tower. One or two of its iron bars have been dis- 
covered, and we understand that it is proposed shortly to clear out the 
stones, and, if possible, renew the window after its former condition. The 
corresponding window (glazed) to the west is a later iasertion; that 
between these two is quite blocked in. A chapel here appertained to 
Henry III.’s ‘‘ Domus Conversorum.” Pennant says Inigo Jones rebuilt 
it at a cost of £2,000 in 1617. It certainly has many features in common 
with Jones’s Gothic chapel in Lincoln’s-inn. The window we speak of is, 
with three others, closed up from within. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
‘ No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Monday, July... se... 22 Mr. Clowes Mr. Pugh Mr. Jackson 
oa pee 23 Koe Lavie Carrin, 
Wednesday......scccceee 24 Clowes Pugh Jackson 
TRUER corcccccccrscecceres 25 Koe Lavie Carrin; 
aoe 26 Clowes Pugh Jackson 
Saturday ore.corerccorcersevee 27 Koe Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Mr. Pemberton Mr. Beal 
Ward Leach 
Pemberton Beal 
Ward Leach 
Pemberton Beal 
Ward Leach 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRImDAY, July 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Butt Hore. Co, Lim1rep—Petn for winding up. presented July 9, directed to be 
heard before North, J, on Saturday, July 20 Torr & Co, Bedford row, agents 
for Simpson, Leeds, solor for petners 

HENRY POUND, Son, & Hutcuins, Limurrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 1, to send their names and ad and the ——_ of their debts or 
claims, to Algernon Osmond Miles, 28, King st, Cheapside Friday, Aug 9, at 
12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

J. LEwWIs Mitts & Co., pepe Hy hid -» has fixed July 23, at 12, at his chambers, 
for the ———— of au official liquidator 

LiverPooL Empire THEATRE OF VARIETIES, LIMITED.—Peta for winding up. 
a July 9, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on July 20. Morse & 

impson, Copthall bidgs, Throgmorton st, solors fur petner 

PONDOLAND EXPLORATION AND MINING Co., LIMITED —Petn for wate np. pre- 
sented July 8. directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on July 2), hi d& 
Richardson, Finsbury pavement, solora for petner 

SoutTH VoGeLstrouis GoLp Co, LIMITED —By an order made by Stirling, J., dated 
June 29, it was ordered that the winding up be continued Morley & shirreff 9 
Gresham house, solors for petner 

WILTSHIRE BREWERY CO, ED.—Petn for winding up, presented July 6, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J, on Saturday, July 20 Beard & Sons, 
Basinghall st, solors for petnr 

COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Kina Insurance Co, LimiTep.—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 8, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particu'ars of their debts or claims to 
Robert Jones, 30, John st, Liverdool Tfuesday, Sept 3, at eleven, is 
appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

WELLINGTON Corn MILL Co, LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented July 
11, directed to be heard before Bristowe, V.C., at the Asvize Courts, Strange- 
ways, Manchester, on Monday, July 2!, at half-past ten Molesworth, Roch- 
dale, solors for petnrs 

FRIENDLY SOOIETIES DISSOLVED. 

EAST AND pd ay Inp1a Dock Co's PROVIDENT ASSOCIATION.—West India Dock, 
Poplar yé 

SHLEPHLATIAR FRIENDLY SocireTy.—Old Black Bull Inn, Padiham, Lancaster 

uly 9 
Wrst DERBY SICK AND BuRIAL Socrety.—7, Low bill, Liverpool July 9 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 

SAFEGUARD OF Mouton LopGE, Indepenuent Order of Rechabites, National 
Schoolroom, Moutton, Northwich, Chester Juty 9 

Sons OF FaEEDOM TENT, satensest Order of Rechabites, Salford Unity, Oon- 

- Schoolroom, Witham rd, Skelmersdale, Ormskirk, Lancaster 
yo 
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London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
L IN CHANCERY. 
TKINS FILTER AND ENGINEERING Co, LIMITED—North, J, has fixed Thursday, 
July 2, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

A W Morzis & Co, Lorep—Stirling, J. has fixed July 25, at 12, at his cham- 
bers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Economic Contract Co, Liuitgep—Creditors are required, on or before Mon- 
day, July 29,to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Thomas Stephen Evans, of 5and 6, Bucklersbury. Thursday, 
poe base twelve, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 
and c 8 

Laks City Mintnc Co, Liuwrtep—By an order made by Chitty, J, dated July 6, 
it was ordered that the company be wound up. Davidson & Morriss, Queen 
Victoria ‘st, solors for petnrs 

Lutuer Hanson and Co, Limtrep—North, J, has fixed Thursday, July 25, at 
one, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

McNary Macurves Co, LiuitrEp—Kay, J, has fixed Tuesday, July 23, at twelve, 
at his chambers, for the appointment of an ofticial liquidator 

COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Huwncoat Mitt Co, Liurrsp -Creditora are required, on or before Aug 13, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Joshua Rawlinson, of Nicholas st, Burnley Monday, Oct 7, at half-past 
eleven, is appointed for neosing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 

GENERAL PROSPERITY LODGE, Free and Independent Order of Oddfellows, 
South Market Hotel, Meadow lane, Leeds July 12 

TEMPLE OF CHARITY LoDGE, United Ancient Order of Druids, West End House, 
Kirkstall, Leeds July 12 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 3. 
Last Day oF Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, July 5. 

BaBRETT, JOHN, Upper Phillimore pl, Kensington, Esq. August 17. Cooper & 

Bake, Portman st, Portman sqr : 
BELL, JAMEs CROSFIELD, Tue Brook, nr Liverpool, Tailor. Rad- 
Adamson, North 


cliffe & Smith. Liverpool 
BEst, aa South Shields. Steam Boat Owner. 
8 
BONSALL, ANNE, Bath. August 20. James, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 
Bruce, Ropert, Constitutional Club, Northumberland avenue, Esq, formerly 
Major in the 50th Reg. July 15. Besant & Wills, Portsea 
CARTER, RICHARD, Accrington, Lancs, Clothlooker. Haworth & 
Broughton, Accrington 
CAWLEY, ANN, Hollins Green, nr Warrington. August 12. Barrow & Smith, 
Manchester 
OAaWLEY, Mary, Hollins Green, nr Warrington. Aug 12. Barrow & Smith, 
cusses Wate Dek Clerk in Holy Ord Head M 
. erby, Cler oly Orders, Hea aster of Derby School. 
Augl4, J. & H. F. Gadsby & Coxon, Derby aici 
CLEALL, MATTHEW, Brimhill, Wilts. Aug5, Boxall & Boxall, Chancery lane 


Cramp, ANN, Coventry, Watch Manufacturer. July 24. Minster, Coventry 


August 10. 


August 31, 


August 7. 


CREMER, WILLIAM HENRY, Parkhurst rd, Hollow 2 g! ‘ 
lrotter, Maddox st, Regent st : eee ee S. ee 

<-> pence, Dawson Fold in Lyth, Westmorland. Aug 24. Bolton, 

DUDGEON, ALEXANDER, Tynninghame, East Lothi N.B., Ge g 8 
Cattarna, Jehu, & ‘Co! Mark lane ; 7 perp vehi a 


DunuaM, Davin, East Retford, Notts, Furniture Broker. Aug 31. Mee & Co, 
Retford ‘ 


EarnsHuaw, Henry, Goole, Yorks, Gent. Aug 12. England & Son, Goole 
wees ae WILLIAM, Liverpool, Merchant. Sept 1. Bartley & Bird, 
0 
Fox, LaAwREncs Jonn, Lydon rd, Clapham, Retired Warehouseman. Bulcraig, 
Lydon rd, Clapham 
GanGE, REBECCA SARAH MILLARD, Ramsgate. July 15. Petherick & Son, Exeter 


Gruwnpy, Maria, Higher Broughton, Manchester. Augi. Brewis, St Helens 


HALLIWELL-PHILLIPPS, JAMES ORCHARD, Tregunter rd, E 8. i 
& Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn , = ae eet ee 
Aug 31. 


Hareison, WItLttAM, Hills pl, Oxford circus alle 

Richardson & Sadier Golacy 1c i cus, Wholesale Jeweller. 

HowWELL, Many Exizangtu, Cathedral st, Norwich. Aug10. Prior, Norwich 

Hupson, Ricuarp, Kendal, Gent. Augi. Arnold & Greenwood, Kendal 

HyYbE, MARGARET AGATHA, De Vere gardens, South Kensington, Aug 15, 
t 


ey-Samuel, Whittington avenue, Leadenhall s 
LEEMING, ISABELLA, Accrington, Lancs. Augi. Sharples, Accrington 


LuDLOw, WILLIAM, Kirton Vicarage, Lines, Clerk in Holy Orders and Prebendary 
of Kerswell. July 30. Paterson, Lincoln’sinn fields 

McOCALLAM, ELIZABETH ANNE, Hermitage villas, Highgate. Aug 3. Rundle & 
Hobrow, Coleman st 

—— JONATHAN, Roefach, 


y Llandinam, Moutgomery, Farmer. July 20, 
oosnam, Newtown 


| aaa | Faanoe, + Dale, Newtown le Willows. Aug 12. Ashworth & 
nman, Manchester 

OAKsHOT, ELIZABETH, Winchester. Aug 16. Bailey & White, Winchester 

PARKER, JouN, Mansfield, Notts. Augi. Bryan, Mansfield 

RiGpEN, Mary ELLEN, Salisbury. Aug 6. Beaumont & Co, Chancery lane 

RoBIsHAW, JOHN James, Oldham, Grocer. July 19. R. & J. Ascroft, Oldham. 

SANDBACH, JoHN RicHARD, Marston, nr Northwich, Farm Servant. Oct 5, 
Hewitt & Co, Manchester 

Symonps, EDWARD JosEPH, Hereford, Draper. 


Aug 14. Corner & Corner, Here- 


for i 

TANN, TsAsc, East Derebam, Norfolk, Gent. Aug 30. Girling & Ransom, East 
Dereham 

TURLEY, JOHN, Herne, Kent, retired Tea Dealer. Augi0. Furley, Canterbury 


VoxKEs, WILLIAM, Cardiff, Veterinary Surgeon. July 30, Ingledew & Rees, 
Cardiff 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 9. : 
BAGNALL, JAMES, Carmarthen. Aug 3t. G. R. Bagnall, National Provincial 
Ba 


nk of England (Lim), Sunderiand 
BARRETT, SAMUEL FRaNCcis, Norbiton, Surrey, Gent. Aug 1. 


Th s 
BISHOP, HARRIET Foat, Croydon. Aug 10. Wilkins & Co, Gresham House, Old 
Broad 


road st : 
BowKER, JAMES, Avenue rd, Gent. Aug 8 Bowker & Sou, Winchester 
Aug 20. Jones & Glenister, OO 
gan 


Marsh, Kingston 


DEADMAN, SARAH, Hastings, Draper. 

DICKINSON, JAMES. Upholland, Lancs, Farmer. Aug 1. Ackerly & Son, 

ELLISON, SELINA, Leamington. Aug 5. Wright & Hassall, Leamington 

Foaain, WILTIAM, Teen Northumberland, Gent. Aug 1. Olark & Robson, 
Newcastle on Tyne : 

Gtossop, EDWIN JoHN, Wadsley, Yorks, Joiner. Aug 3i. Kirby & Son, Harro- 





ate 

GoopERson, ELIZABETH. Eland rd, Lavender Hill, Wandsworth. Aug 19. 
Champion & Sons, Ironmonger lane 

GreGorY, THomas, Buxto2, Gent. Aug3. Taylor & Brown, Buxton 

Grime, JOHN, Hindley, Lancs, Registrar of Births and Deaths. Sept1. Bryan, 
Hindle a 

HAMMOND. uBISsTOPHEE, Knaresborough, Yorks, Innkeeper. Aug 3i. Kirby & 

| Son, Knaresboroug! ¥ 

HARCOURT, oor VEENON, Whitwell Hall, Yorks, Esq. July 20. W. & E, 
Gray, York 

Harper, ABIATHAR, Dudley. July 29. Watts & Jobson, Dubley 

HATTERSLEY, EDWIN GREAVES, Harrogate, Machine Maker. August 8 
Richardson & Byron, Harroga’ ’ 

HENLOCH, Witt1aM, Great Corby, nr Carlisle. August 22. Minshall & Oo, 


Chancery lane P 
Hovenrton, Tuomas, Leamington, Beerhouse Keeper. August 5. Wright & 
Iassall, Leamington 
JAMES, MARGARET, Hill lane, Haverfordwest. July 29. George & Co, Haver- 

tordwest 

| Krzpy, Henry, Chatham, Rate Collector. August 3. Hearn, Chatham 

| MepwortTH, JosEPH, East Sheen, Surrey, Gent. August9. Anderson & Sons, 
Ironmonger lane, and Mortlake, Surrey 

MEYRICK, EDWARD STANTON, Kington, Hereford, Gent. August 6. Temple & 
Philpin, Kington ; 

DWARD, Newtown, Montgomery, Innkeeper. August 8. Williams & 
Co, Newtown 

OBRELL, RoBeRrt, Brighton, Gent. August 12. Earle & Oo, Manchester _ 

a WILLIAM, Cowcross st, Hardware Merchant. July 26. Goldring, Gt 

‘ower st 

ROLLINSON, JAMES PLUME, Bury St Edmunds, Retired Farmer. Augi. Gross 
& Son, Bury 8t Edmunds . 

Gunnges, VicrortiA, Dover st, Piccadily. Augi5. Billinghurst & Co, Bucklers- 

ury 

Srprrt, CHARLES, Cambridge, Musician. Aug 5. Symonds, Comivetige 

SKEET, RoBERT, Bishop’s Stortford, Herts, Esq. Aug 24. Wilde & Co, College hill 

Spice, Robert Pautson, Parliament st, Gas Engineer. Aug 29. Wilkins & Oo, 
Gresham House, Old Broad st é 

STENT, CLARA ANNE, Buckingham pl, Brighton. Aug 17. Verrall & Borlase, 

Friend & Beal, Exeter 


| Brighton 
SWEETLAND, JANE, Combmartin, Devon. Sept 29. 
| TANNER, JAMES, Forton Lodge, nr Gosport, Clerk in Holy Orders, Aug 3. 
Burrell, age nee Hants 
Bateson & 


Tuomson, Jouy, Bromborough, Cheshire, Sugar Refiner. 

Co, Liverpool , 
THURSBY, CATHERINE Dorcas, Leamington. Augit, Field & Sons, Leamington 
VatE, WILLIAM HENRY, Birmingham, Jewellers’ Stamper. July 30. Bradley & 

Cuthbertson, Birmingham ns 
VEALE, RICHARD SoBEY, Harrogate, Esq, Doctor of Medicine. Aug 31. Kirby 
WARREN, JANE ANN, Portman st, Portmansq. Sept 1. Hardisty & Co, Great 

Marlborough st 
YARDLEY, WILLIAM, Alderney rd, Mile end, Lithographic Printer. Aug 16. 

| Webb, St Peter’s rd, Mile end rd 





Aug 31. 


& Son, Harrogate 
WICcKENS, RoBERT, Horsham, Sussex, Labourer. Aug 10. Coole. Horsham 





WARNING TO INTENDING House PurcHasEns & LESSEES.—Before purchasing or 
renting a house have the Sanitary arrangementsthoroughly examined by an expert 
from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, late 115, Victoria-st., 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c,—[{ ADVT.] 











BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette—F ripay, July 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AILEY, VINCENT, Eversholt st, H: .C 
to Billiard T: olt st, Hampstead rd, Clerk 


‘able Manufact Hich OC 

> Pet July 10 Ord Jal 10 macs igh Court 
ALDING, HENRY, Bromley, Kent, Builder Croyd 

Pet July 8 Ord July e Li Croydon 


BaTTEN, CHARLES WILLIAM, Bristol, Beer I ile’ 
2 ee a —_ 8 Orda July 8 a eabhapconses 
ENNETT, WALTER GEORGE. Oxford. Clerk to Music 
Bats Oxford can J wy 9 ba July 9 tnptentiy 
.» WILLIAM. Cheltenham, Bootmaker Ch - 

ham Pet Julys Ord July8 — 


Cant, THOMAS, Wivenhoe. Essex, Pork Butcher Col- 
chester PetJuly8 Ord Julys 
Corson, THoMAS Morton, Adam st, Adelphi, Hotel 
— High Court Pet June 20 Ord 
y 
MBS, ELIZABRTH, Dionis terr, Parsons green,} 
Fulham, Boot Dealer High Court Pet July 10 
Ord July 10 


Curtis, Francis James, Coventry, Hosier Coventry | 
Pet July 10 OrdJuly 10 | 

Davies, JAMES. Swansea, Boot Dealer Swansea Pet | 
July2 Ord Juiy2 

Eastwoop, WALTER, Preston, Cabinet Maker Preston | 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 : 

Forst&k, RIcHARD, Gateshead, Colliery Owner New- 
castle on e PetJuly9 Ord July 9 

shee ~ + eds, Grocer Leeds PetJuly 9 Ord 
July 9 

FRANCIS, FREDERICK CHARLES, Wells, Somerset, In- 
surance Agent Wells Pet July9 OrdJuly9 

FRANELAND, ALFRED HERBERT, Leeds, Commercial 
Traveller Leeds Pet Sted 8 Ord Julys 

Hancock, ROBERT, Sheviock, Cornwall, 
East Stonehouse Pet July8 OrdJulys 

Hoxve, JoHN, Walton in Gordano, Somersetshire, 
Schoolmaster Bristol Pet June25 Ord July 8 

Hype, Writ11amM, Worcester, Butcher Worcester 
Pet July8 Ord July 8 

J onpeee, EBENEZER JOSIAH, Larkhall lane, Clapham, 


Farmer 


Keys, Ropert Crorts, Allerton rd, Lordship Park, 
Stoke Newington, Hosier High Court Pet July 


_ 8 Ord July 8 
KIMMELFIELD, ABRAHAM, Manchester. Cap Peak 
Foe eaotuer Manchester Pet June 17 Ord 
uly 1 


KITCHINER, JAMES, Biggleswade, Beds, Coal Mer- 
_ chant Bedford Pet J uly 10 Ord July 10 
KNIGHT, JAMEs, Ricketts st, Fulham, Builder High 
Court PetJuly9 OrdJuly 9 


LEwis, RicHakD, Addle st, Manufacturers’ Agent 
High Court Pet June27 Ord July 10 

LIPscOMBE, WILLIAM THOMAS, Barrow in Furness, 
Chair Maker Barrow in Furness Pet July 2 
Ord July 2 


NIGHTINGALE, THOMAS WALTER, Paul st, Finsbury. 
Undertaker High Court Pet July9 Ord July 9 

Pracocx, LEONARD, Old Shildon, Durham, Joiner 
Darham PetJuly9 Ord July 9 


Plate Worker Wandsworth Pet July9 Ord } PRVERELL, FREDERICK, Castle Eden, Durham, Grocer 


July 9 
KEENE, CHARLES AUGUSTUS. Armley. 
Governor Leeds PetJuneis OrdJ uly 10 


Leeds, Prison | 


Sun d PetJuly10 Ord July 10 
PORTNELL, JAMES BLES HENRY Ke rt, Mon, 
Draper Newport,Mon Pet J uly 9 Ord J uly 9 
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sno Mari, orpe, Peterborough, 
Earthenware Dealer Peterborough Pet July 10 

d July 10 
Ord WILLIAM GRORGE, Gt Grimsby, Builder Gt 


Grimaby Pet July8 Ord J 

TOWNEND. JOHN, AH ay Coal Merchant 
Dewsbury Pet July 10 os Jul guy 

Witcox, Francis JOHN, Bath Merchant's 
Foreman Bath_ Pet July 8 Ord July 8 

Wise, FREDERICK JOHN, March, Ty Solicitor 
Peterborough Pet July 9 Ord Jul 

Woop, RicuarD Drury, Barrow in _ fr Time- 
keeper Barrow in Furness Pet July 8 Ord 


July 

The ~ amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of June 25. 

Mason, EpwIn, Walsall, Currier Walsall Pet June 
at Ord June 21 

The pate rycy notice is substituted for that 

lished in the — Gazette of J ~ 5. 

ae EBENEZER, St Leonards on Sea, Commer- 

cial Traveller Hastings |e Pet t July 1 Ord Juty 1 


ALLEN, reer, i Hairdresser July 20 at 
10.30 Townhall, Colchester 
BacoTt, GEORGE. and WILiiamM CLAYTON, St Paul’s 
Churchyard, Fancy Drapers July 24at1t Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs. Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Barse. JOHN, Sheffield. Rivet Manufacturer July 
23 at 10.80 Off Rec, Figt Wrotree lane Bhetiia ld 
BASELEY, THOMAS, Northam ==: — July 20 at 
2 County Court a hides, } = aunts n 
BATTEN, BLES W. Beer Retailer 
July 24 at 12 Off Reo. B Bark , Bristol 
BENOKE, WILLIAM, Pitville, Cheltenham, Boot Maker 
J July 2 20 at 4.15 County Court Office, Cheltenham 
BousTRED, WILLIAM, Pontesbury, Salop, Auctionecr 
J uly 20 at 11.30 i Society, Shrews' ante of 
it John’s rd, Deptford, of no 
occupation J) her ts atil 119, Victoria st, West- 


Curtis, Francis JAMES, Coventry, Hosier July 2? 
ati2 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Davies, JAMES. Swansea, Boot Dealer Jul uly 29 at 12 
Off Rec, 6, Rutland st, Swansea 
Seenaate RopErt, 7 Cambs, Solicitor July 29 
ati2 Griffin Hotel, March 
DOUGALL, JAMES, cm ke st, Portman eq. Uphol- 
our July 24 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
elds 
RSTER, RICHARD. Gateshead, Colliery Owner 
quly 23 at3 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 


Fosrsn, STEPHEN, Esher, Surrey, Wood Merchant 
July 19 at3 2 Hotel, urbiton 

Francis, ERICK CHARLES, Wells, pomeeet, 
Insurance Agent July 24at3.15 Off Rec, 
chmbrs. Bristol 

GOODALL, JOHN, and FREDERICK GOODALL, Woburn 

Sands, Wavendon, Bucks, Timber Merchants 

July 22 at 3 Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

HIGGINSON, ARTHUR, Victoria st, Westminster, Soli- 
citor July 25 atii Bankruptcy bldogs, Portu- 
gal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

HokgneE, JOHN, Walton in Gordano, Somerset, School- 
pastes July 24 at 3.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


ris 

Hyps. WILLtaM, W orcester, Butcher July 27 at 11 
Off Liye 

Jupp, CHARLOTTE, Kned' ington House, nr Howden, 
Yorks, Widow iy 19 at 11 Off Rec, [rinity 
House lane, Hu! 

LANE, ey win, Bristol Frw Preitever July 24at1.15 Off 

rs, 

oa io Connacaus. Seven Sisters rd, 
Holl owed Cheesemonger July 24at 12.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s inn 

LUDILAM, JEFFERY WILLIAM, Torrington, Devon, 
Terra Cotta Manufacturer July 20 at 11 The 
Castle, Exeter 

MEEcH, JOHN WILLIAM, Landport, Baker July 22 at 
at12 166, Queen st, Portsea 

NICHOLS, CHARLES OLIFFORD, inghoe, iam, 
Farmer July 20 at 10 ee Oa hester 

NICHOLS go and RICHARD NICHOLS, Narrow st, 
Lim » Lightermen July 23 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy “bidnes. Lincoln’s inn 

PARKER, /ZNEAS J AMES, Crescent lane, Clapham com- 
mon, Coal Merchant July 22 at3 119, Victoria 
st, Westminster 

PORTNELL, JAMES CHARLES HENRY, Newport, Mon, 

Draper rt, Mon 23at12 Off Rec, 12, Tredegar pl, 


Ne 
Soorr, TER. and ARTHUR ARCHIBAD SCOTT, 
Methssham, Builders July 23 at11 Off Rec, Fig- 
tree lane, Sheffield 
Snmonps, FRANK FREDERICK, East Grinstead, 
Sussex, Coach Builder July 19 at 12.30 The 
ae Institute, East G 


gwa: Wimbledon, Saddler 
we - S Qat3 Somntee Court bid, eg 
STaFFORD, GEORGE, North bidgs, don st, Mercan- 


fo As ent July 24 at Ae Bankruptcy blidgs, 


aaa st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
sup Davis, ae Co, 20. Be of, Some onteny, > 
an 
——r st, Lincoln’ s 4 Ay: elds = _ 
WIRLES, ALEXANDER, Northampton. Currier July 
20at4 County Court bldgs, oeene ton 
TRA, Samson, Oxford st, China Dealer ra uly Sy at 
3. aang bldgs, Portueal st, Lincoln’s inn 


Taxon, Jos J po m,, Loveapoel, Lancashire, Casbier t»a 
uly 22at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 


Metropolitan 
eer July 33 at 12 
st, Lincoln’s inn 


ENE, ILLE SHARP, 
Queen Kin st, E 

ptcy bidgs, Portug 
fields 





WIL10O: x, Fanon Joum, © 9, Calton rd, in oe Oty ot | Cua, W ILLIAM, Stockton on Toes, Oabdsiver Stock- 
Bath, Timber M erchant’s Fo ‘oreman July 24 at on Tees Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
— Rec, —_ = mbrs, B: Cnurm, Watrer, Goodirnch rd, East Dulwich, Com- 
Witson, ARTHUR HENRY, Saeed, Cotton Broker mercial Traveller High Court PetJulyits Ord 


J uy 22at2 bat Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Baaas, F. H., Guilford st, Russell sq. Sete 
High Court Pet Aprili Ord July 10 
BaTTsn, CHARLES WILLIAM, Bristol, Beer Retailer 
Bristol PetJuly 8 Ord July8 
Cant, Taomas, Wivenhoe, Essex, pat Futcher 
Colchester PetJuly8 Ord July 
——— ILLIAM HENRY. UCOop pthall bidnogs, 
High Court Pet May7 POrd July 10 
CoRDINGLY. CHaRLes, The Grove, Hammersmith, 
Printer High Court PetJuly3 OriJuly 10 
a ~¥ JAMES, Sapaces, Boot Dealer Swans3a 


WALTER, A Gabtast Maker Pres- 

ton Pet July 10° Ord July 1 
‘ORSTER, RICHARD, (toa he f Colliery Owner 
Newcastle on Tyne PetJu'ly9 OrdiJuly9 

Frais, Jacos, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet July 9 


Ord July 9 

FeaNxLaNn, ALFRED HERBERT, Leeds, C omanenetal 
Traveller Leeds Pet July § Ord July 

GASKILL, FREDERI ee aes! Liverpool, (—_— 
ing Agent Liverpool Pet May 3t Ord July 10 

GRIFFITHS, THOMAS, Liechwedd deri Issaf, Llanwen, 
Cardiganshire, — Dealer Oarmarthen Pet 
June20 Ord Jul tay Le 

HAWLEY, heffield, Glass Merchant Shef- 
field Pot July 4 Ord July 8 

Hvusparp, WILLIAM. Edmund kn Aldersgate st 
High Gourt Pet June 15 Ord July 10 

HypE, WILLIAM, Me A ny pe Butcher Worcester 
Pet July 8 Ord July 8 

JvuBB, CHARLOTIE, Knedlington House, nr Howden, 
Yorks, Widow Kingston upon Hull Pet July 1 


uly 9 
KITCHINER, JAMES, Biggleswade, Beds, Coal Mer- 
chant Bedford Pet July10 Ord July 10 
MACKENZIE, PERCY COMPTON, Maclise West Ken- 
gaen, Comedian High Court PetJune7 Ord 


Jaly 10 
NICHOLS, CHARLES CLIFFORD, Fingringhoe, aon, 
Farmer Colchester Pet June 26 Ord Jul oy 
Pracock, Lronagp, Old Shildon, Durham, Joiner 
Durham fet July 9 Ord July 9 
PEVERELL, FREDERICK, Castle Eden, peta, Grocer 
Sunderlend 1] Pet July8 Ord July 10 
i. “ oe 7 ‘Pet July 8 Ne 
ra} ewpo on Pet Ju 
Rum, AROBIBALD HAMILTON, late leet et, Musical 
a ae Dealer Hig! bh Court Pet May 20 


Ord July 8 
&cHEU, EDWARD THEODORE, Tuilerie st, Hackney rd, 
yl Merchant High Court Pet May23 Ord 
uly 10 
SCHMITTDIEL, HENRY, Walnut Tree walk, Lambeth, 
Baker High Court Pet July1 Ord ——_ 
Smomons, Marta, Peterborough, Earthenware 
Dealer Peterborough Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
SmitTH, WILLIAM GEORGE, Gt b= ed Builder Yat 
Grimsby PetJuly8 Ord July 8 
Trius, JANE, The Railway Arches, Bateman’s aoe, 
Shoreditch, Carman High ‘Court Pet July 6 
rd July9 . 
TOWNEND, JOHN, Heckmondwike, Cost Merchant 
Dewsbury Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
WESTON, HENRY RoperT AMBROSE, JAMES SSTH 
WESTON, and Byron ALBERT WESTON, Hornsey 
rd, Bakers High Court Pet J 7 3 Ordd uly 10 
Wericat, GEORGE JELF FRAN Birmingham, 
Fruiterer Birmingham Pet oi = 6 Ord daly 10 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of June 25. 


Mason, Epwin, Walsall, Currier Walsall Pet June 
21 Ord June 21 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
DuFRESNE, Gustav (Sep Estate), Grosvenor Lodge, 
| — wr Kent, Insurance + ead h 
Ord Aug 25, 1883 Resc July 8 


PETITION DISMISSED, RECEIVING ORDER 
ete ts ED, AND ADJUDICATION AN- 


a ag _ Hanover sq. Dentist High 
Court Rec ord. Feb 13 Adjud March 18 Dis, 
Resc, and Annul June 19 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, July 16. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 

AINGE, Mary ANN, Orabbs Croas, Ipsley, Warwick, 

ee Keeper Birmingham Pet July 13 
rd Jul 

ANDREW, Henry, Trethewel, St Just in the Rose- 
land, Co caval, Cattle Dealer Truro Pet July 
13 Ord —s 

ANDREWS, Pe wim! Henta, Grocer 
Portstnouth Pet July9 OrdJ 

AsuHbBy, G. A. H., late ford st, aut Garden 
Be coupe High Court Pet Dec 28 Ord 


BENTLEY, ALFRED, Fyjoten, Lancs, Builder Bolton 
Pet Julyi2 Ord J 

BEvaN, JOB WALTER, Calais, @ jashespes's 
Assistant Merthyr Tydfil Pet ~y*- 18 
Ord July 13 


RANDRETH, THOMAS GorsT, Warrio eaten, Grocer 
a PetJune27 Ord Jul 

BREABRLEY, JO3EPH, Purlwell, Batley, am Woollen 

- nce Dewsbury Pet July 12 Ord 


Bruc Ashton under L ne, Draper 

Rn ne Pet July 10 ote 10 
BUBNARD, RoBERT, Falsgrave, Scarborough, Con- 
a Scarborough Pet Jaly "fs Ord 





J 
Davies, Mansen pusmane », Eiafne, P aes Grocer 
‘Boon Pet Seg 7 Ord Ju 
Davin, & ~ — dy laenau Fes Lines Merioneth, 
Watch Blaenau Festinog et June 27 
Ord ss 


Feenex, JOHN HeEwRy, Orchard bldgs, Acton st, 
Haggers ton, Mantle Manufacturer High Oourt 
Pet July 12 Ord July 

Ds KONGONCHEFF, A a - Bournemouth 
Poole PetJune 2% Ord July it 


Drxon, Joun Scott, Leicester, oe Morchant 
Leicester Pet July9 Ord July 9 
DOoDDINGTON, Kinghora st, Smithfield, 


EDWARD, 
Dairyman High Court ord June 29 
FRawnks, MICHAEL, Blaenavon, P Pawnbroker 
Tredegar Pet June27 Ord July1 
Frencu, JAMES, Colne, Lancs, — a Shoe- 
maker Burnley Pet July 11 Ord July it 
— yy Bown, Claybroke Magna, Leics, 
Leicester Pet July8 Ord uly 8 
Gaace, PXLLEN ZaCHARIAH, Thwaite, Suffolk, Olerk 
> — Orders Ipswich Pet July 8 Ord 


HarGrReaves, Herpert WILLIAM Eavenpent, Sales 
Liv Pet July 12 Ord July 12 

Harzey, JoHN EpwIin, King W: 4 Architect 
High Court Pet June 20 Ord July 12 

HeErntTZeE, Robert, Leyes rd, Victoria ee Baker 
High Oourt Pet Jul Ls Ord July 11 

Ho.psworrd, Tom, B , Tobacconist Bradford 
Pet July 10 Ora J --¥ 10° 


Hows, REevupgrt Bown Buunt, Broadstairs, Kent 
Canterbury Pet Jan2 Ord March 15 

Hows, THomas Harris v2 Ord tare 15 Kent 
Oanterbury y TL Ord 


Hows tt, Georce Roper man rd, - Clothier 
High Court Pet Pet July rt) Poor tee 
HUTCHINSON, 


Brigg. Lincolnshire, Beer- 
house Keeper at Graney Pet July 11 Ord 
uly 1 
JOHNSON, JAM Wigan, Ootton Spinner W 
Pet A rilio Ord Ray's —_ 
B > Mosiensth, Painter 
Wrexham PetJulyi3 Ord July 13 
KIRKALDY, ROBERT ALYXANDER, Little Moorfiells, 
my eS Victualler High Court Pet July 
r 


LAMBART, cuss LENOX, Stoke ~ Pemaneet, 

— fan yet Ae 12 by, oo 7s ; . 
RDER, ALFRED t out 0! am oymen 
Gt Grimsby Pet July 1 i re, - 

LaSSALLE, HENRY, rabury., Geet Garden, 
meta Jeweller tien Court Pet Juae 5 

MACKERBAS, THOMAS F sae, Bandon rd, Old Ford rd, 
Box Maker High Court Pet July 11 Ord 

uly 1 


Moraan, * omsatas WILLIAM, Ebbw Vale, ee 
Painter Tredegar Pet July 12 oes July 12 

Moyss, CHARLES Hemingstone, Suffolk, Grocer 
Ipswich Pet July 11 Ord Sele it 

Pappock, James, Buckland Monachorum, Devon 
Gent East Stonehouse Pet July it Ord 


July 11 
ABNALL, SIDNEY Feaucm. eae, Saddler Bristol 
=. July 12 2 Ord July 
AEL, Loftus in Cleveland. Lae | 
nm 


Mid 
RANN, ae 
port and 
ROBERTSON, JOHN, 
Leicester Pet June29 Ord J og A 
RowWsELL, pyar, Yeovil, Builder Yeovil Pet July 
138 Ord July 13 
nue, JOHN CHARLES, Stocktan on T Inn- 
keeper Stockton Tees Pet July 11_ Ord July 11 
SHEPHERD, GEORGE RoBERT, Spalding, Lénes, Tailor 
Peterborough Pet July 11 Ord July 
SHEPPARD, LUDLOW, Sydney rd, rockwell Butcher 
h Gourt Pet June 2 Ord Jul 


de Pet July 11 Ord July il 
a Coal Merchant 


SHINEBs, CHRISTOPHER MITCHG&LL, ew Beene st, 

tect High Court Pet June 20 © Ord July 11 

SILLEY, JOHN, Mitchel Glos, Agent for — 
Manures Gloucester Pet June 26 Ord July 12 


Smith, W. W., Brampton rd, South Hackrey, Rug 
a High Court Pet June 24 Ord 
SOANE, TZowaxp, late Akerman rd, Brixton, Cheese- 
monger Hig! zh Court Pet Pam 10 Ord J = 
SruonsJO JOHN, — Wheal Rose, Os Agnes 
all, qo r Truro PetJuly5 ed duly 10 
A, late Duke a St James’ High 
Court Pet May15 Ord Ju 
TuHomps0N, LEONARD, rak, Gin, Chemist Nor- 
Pet July 10 Ord J uly 10 
TUrHitL, C., Sorensen, East, Builder Tunbridge 
ells Pet May 29 July it 
VauGsan, THoMas Bowen, Oarmarthen, Tailor 
Carmarthen Pet July 11 Ord July it 
WARMINGTON, Ropgert THOMAS, Fishponds, Glos, 
Builder Bristol Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
WELLS, JoHN RorERgtT, and KaTseRIne Hick 
oa lave Millers Norwich Pet July 11 
li 
WituiaMs, Epwin wennap. gern 
Grocer Truro ‘Pet oe Orasaiy 
YIEND. oHENaY Frpsrick, Winchco ~_ ey 
Builder Oneltenham Pet July 11 Ord July . 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ANDREWS, ANDREW. ‘etersfi Hants, Grocer 
July 24 at 12.30 166, Queen st, Porsea 
APLIN, WittIAM Hopper EpWAkrps, late of Milver- 
ton, Somerset, Baker ve at11,30 Off Reo, 
53, Hammet st, Taunton 
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Baron, Jouw Morris, Reading, J ee July 23 at 

12 119, Victoria st, Westminste 
ENNETT, FREDERICK. New Windsor, Plumber July 

@ati1 White Hart Hotel, Windsor 

Brucs, Wit11aMm, Ashton under Lyne, Draper July 
25 at 1.45 bey mers Ashton under Lyne 

BUTLER, EDWARD (sep estate), Park row, New Cross, 
Licensed Victualler July 23 at 4.30 119, Vic- 
toria st, Westminster 

Cant, THOMAS, Wivenhoe, Essex, Pork Butcher 
July 23 at 10 Townhall, Colchester 

Dawson, ANNIE Dawson, Clifton gdns, Maida hill, 
School Proprietress July 2 at 2.30 33, Carey at, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Ds Konaoncuerr, Prince Norris, Bournemouth 
July 25 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Drxon, JoHN Scorr, Leicester, Paper Merchant 
July 30at3 Off Rec, 28, Friar lane, Leicester 

Eastwoop, WALTER. Preston, Cabinet Maker Aug 
2at3 (ff Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

EDWARDS, JOHN, and Davin Epwakrps. Treherbert, 
tae — July 23 at 12 Court house, 

ont: 

EVANS. WILLIAM, Bettws y Coed, Carnarvon, Builder 

July 25 at 2.30 Bankruptcy Office, Crypt 


chmbrs, Chester 
Firz, JONATHAN, Ashford, Kent, Baker July 23 at 3 
Saracen’s Head Hotel. Ashfor 
Frats, Jacon, Leeds, Grocer July 23 ati11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 
GAMBLE, E.izaneTH Bown, Claybrooke Magna, 
ics, Draper July 30 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Friar 
lane, Leicester 
Gracg. ALLEN ZACHARIAH, Thwaite, Suffolk, Clerk in 
Holy Orders July 23 at 12.15 Off Rec, Ipswich 
OFFER, JEAN, Camberwell New rd, Merchant’s 
= July 25 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
elds 
HouipsworrtuH, Tom, Bradford, Tobicernist July 24 
atil Off , 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Hows, REUPERT BowN BLUNT. Broadstairs, Kent 
uly 27 at 12 33, Carev st, Lincoln’s inn 
—_ OMAS HARRIS MANNERS, Broadstairs, Kent 
ly 27 at 11.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
JOHNSON. JAMES, Wigan, Cotton Spinner July 25 at 
11 Wigan County Court 
JonzEs, HENRY. Ruardean. Glos, Shoemaker July 26 
at10 2, Offa st, Hereford 
Mears, Isaac, late Chitts Hiil Park Estate, Wood 
Green, Builder July 25 at it 33, Carey st, 


Lincoln’s inn fields 
Morrison, G.. Gipsy Hill, Norwood. Dairyman 
July 26 at 12 Hy CY sin st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

OYsE, CHARLES, ~~ Suffolk, Grocer 
July 23 at 11.45 on hon Ipswich 
OLIVER, JAMES, Birmingham, Letter Cutter July 24 
atil 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 
ARSONS, WALTER CHARLES, Southampton, Grocer 
July 31 at 11 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 
Puiipot, Ushsr HovGxTon, Bolingbroke Market, 
Northcote rd, Battersea rise, Bookseller July 24 
at3 119, Victoria st, Westminster 
RANDALL. ALBERT EDWARD, St Leonards on Sea, 
Boot Maker — 23at 2 Young & Sons, Bank 
bldgs, Hasting 
RANN, ANNIE, Godshill, I. W., es Dealer July 
27at2 Holyrood chmbrs, "Ne 
ROBERTSON, JOHN, Leicester, Co “Merchant July 
29at12 Off Rec. 28, Friar lane, Leicester 
ROsE, FREDERIC Winzzane, and EDWARD BUTLER, 
J - ny hil), Deptford, Licensed Victuallers 
e 23 at3 119, Victoria st, Westminster 
ERIC WILLIAM (se separate estate), Tanners 
Oe, Deptford, Licensed Victualler July 23 at 4 
119, Victoria st, Westminster 
Rosser. JENKIN, Neath, Glam, pviate Merchant 
July 30 at 11.30 Castle Hotel, Neath 
SAUNDERS, CATHERINE ELIZABETH PATTEN, Mayfield, 
Susesx, Widow July 24 at 2.30 Spencer & 
Reeves, Mount Pleasant, lunbridge Wells 
SHEPHERD, GEORGE Robes, Spalding. Lincs, Tailor 
July 31at1 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 
Summons, MAsrtA, Peterborough, Earthenware 
er July 31 at 12 County Court, Pe'er- 


gure 7... Rosta, and E1izaBngsTH MONFREDA 
SMITH, Leominster, Licensed Victuallers July 
25at10 18, Corn sq, Leominster 

Siro, WILLIAM GEORGE, Gt Grimsby, Builder 
July 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, Haven st, Gt 


Grimsby 
Symons, JOHN, jun, Wheal Rose, St Agnes, Corn- 
boy he — July 23 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen 


WNEND, JON, Heckmondwike, Coal Merchant 


st, 


July 2at3 Off Rec, Bank chbrs, Baticy 
TRUEMAN, THOMAS, and ARTHUR TRUEMAN, Oxford 
rd, New North , Islington, Upholsterers’ 
Trimming Manufacturers July 25 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy b idgs, ng 4 , 
JEREMIAH, 


ESTERBY, shy: 
hin; Ma J Sy 3 Hy a 0 
st, Gt msby 
WILtuaMs, EDWIN, Cusgarne, "=. Cornwall, 
Grocer July 23 at 2 f Rec, Boscawen st, 


MorGAN, Incline Top, nr Quaker’s ya, 
Cees — July 24 at 12 Off 


a OHN. March, Cambs, Solicitor 

July 29 at 12.30 Griffin Hotel, March 

Wricut, GroRGE JELF FRANCIS, Birmingham, 
Frai' July 25 at 12 25, Colmore row, Bir- 
mingha: 


The following mended notice is substituted for that 
in the London Gazette of July 12. 

JAMES WILLIAM, Landport, Baker July 22 

at12 166, Queen st, Portsea 


Master of a 
Rec, 3, Haven 


ILLIAMS, 
Merth 
WISE, 





ADJUDICATIONS. 
Wit1iam HENRY. pyceeete, Glass Dealer 
“Oldham Pet July4 Ord July 
ANDREW, HENRY, Trethewel, St i” in Roseland 
b= pe Cattle Dealer Truro Pet July 13 Ord 
uly 13 
ANDREWS, ANDREW, _ Petersfield, pats Grocer 
Portsmouth Pet July9 Ord Bi uly 
APLIN, WILLIAM HODDER EDWARDS, Tate of Milver- 
ton, Somerset, Baker Taunton Pet May 17 
Ord July 12 
BAILEY, VINCENT, Eversholt st, Hampstead rd, Clerk 
to Billiard Table Manufacturer High Oourt Pet 
July 10 Ord July 11 
BENOKE, WILLIAM, Sa RT zene Chel- 
tenham PetJulys8 Ord Jul 
BEVAN, JoB WALTER, Dowlais, i= Inukeeper’s 
— Merthyr Tydfil Pet July 12 Ord 
Ju 
BRIDGER, FreED, late Elms rd, Clapham, no occvpa- 
tion High Court Pet May 8 Ord July 13 
CARSTANJEN, HERMANN Ernst, Gt Wincheater bldgs, 
pay Broker High Court Pet May 17 Ord 
Julv 12 
Criay, WILLIAM, Stockton on Tees, Pb Giver Stock- 
ton on Tees Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
Coomss, ELIZABETH, Parson’s green, Fulham, Boot 
Dealer High Court Pet July 10 Ord July 13 
CrutTe WALTER, Goodrich rd, East Dulwich, Com- 
— Traveller High Court Pet July 12 Ord 
vu 12 
DE FERNEX, JoHN HeEwnrRyY, Orchard bldgs, Acton 
st, Haggerston, Mantle Manufacturer High 
Court Pet July12 Ord July 12 
Drxon, Joun Scott, Leicester, pager Merchant Lei- 
cester Pet July9 Ord July 9 
GAMBLE, ELIZABETH Bourn, Claybrooke Magna, 
Leices, Draper Leicester Pet July 8 Ord July 8 
GRACE, ALLEN ZACHARIAH, Thwaite, Suffolk, Clerk 
in Holy Orders Ipswich Pet Julys8 Ord July 8 
Hates, J. A., Chancery lane, Solicitor High Court 
Pet Ma 13 Ord July 12 
HEINTZE, RoBeRT. Leyes rd, Victoria See, Baker 
High Court Pet July ii Ord July 
HItt, FREDBRICK COWDEROY, Leyton righ Court 
Pet May3 Ord July 12 
HOLDewoRtE, Tom, posses, Tobacconist Bradford 
Pet July 10 Ord July 
HoorEr, ROBERT, sen, y poeuar Hooper. jun, and 
ALFED HOOPER. pags on, Oilmen High Court 
Pet June 18 Ord J July 12 
HOWELL, GEORGE ROBERT, Roman rd, Row, Clothier 
High Court Pet July 13 Ord July 
HvutcHinson, Henry, Brigg, i 8A Beer- 
house Keeper GtGrimsby Pet July 11 Ord 
July 11 
INGHAM, EDWARD, late New Broad — Auctioneer 
High Court Pet June6 Ord July 
InGRAM, ARTHUR. Ilford, Essex, Butcher Chelms- 
ford Pet June27 Ord July 10 
JOHNSON, EBENEZER JOSIAH, Larkhall lane, Olap- 
ham, Tin Plate Worker Wandsworth PetJuly 
9 Ord July 11 
Jounson, Tuomas, Castle Donington, Leicester- 
shire, Farrier Leicester Pet July 1 Ord July 2 
JONES, JouN Brrecu, Bala, Merioneth, Painter 
Wrexham Pet tJuly13 Ord July 13 
KIMMELFIELD, ABRAHAM, Manchester, Cap Peak 
} 7” paaaed Manchester Pet June 17 Ord 
uly 11 
KNIGHT, JAMES, Ricketts st, Fulham, Builder High 
Court PetJuly9 Ord July 1t 
Lame, bg wig Bristol, Fruiterer Bristol Pet July 5 
rd July 1 
LARDER, ALFRED. Great Grimsby, out of employ- 
ment Grest Grimsby Pet —T it Ord July 11 
LEWIS, RIcHARD, Addle st, Manu ~ oy Agent 
High Court Pet June 2? Ord Jul 
MACKERRAS, THOMAS FEAR, Bandon rd, Ola Ford rd, 
Box Maker High Court Pet July 11 Ord 
July 11 
May Tom, Tomas, Leicester, Rote house 
Keeper Leicester Pet July1 Ord July 8 
MATTISON, THOMAS, Southampton, Derriage Builder 
Southampton Pet June 28 Ord July 
MILLER, GERARD CHAMPION, late Licya’ 8, Royal 
Exchange, Underwriter High Court Pet May 
16 Ord July 13 
MORGAN, CHARLES WILLIAM, Ebbw Vale, Mon, 
Painter Tredegar Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
Moysk, CHARLES, Hemingatone, eae, Grocer 
Ipswich PetJuly 11 Ord July 11 
NEWBERY, FREDERICK CHARLES BEAUMONT, Wal- 
brook Wharf, Cousin lane, Paper Merchant 
High Court Pet —_*, Ord July 11 
Pappock, JAMES, B Monachorum, Devon, 
Gent East Stonehouse Pet Julyi1_ Ord July 13 
PEIRSON, MICHAEL, Loftus in Cleveland, Yorks, Agri- 
cultural Engineer Stockton on wees and Middles- 
borough Pet July12 Ord Jul 
Pye, GEORGE. Sevenoaks, Kent, ° obacconist Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet June20 Ord July 
RUSSELL, JOHN CHARLES, Stockton on Tees, prabanpes 
Stockton on Tees Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
SHEPHERD, GEORGE moeuse, Spalding, aes Tailor 
Peterborough Pet July 11 Ord uly 
SimmMonpDs, FRANK FREDERICK, East. , wy 
Sussex, Coachbuilder Tunbridge Wells Pet 
July1 Ord July 2 
Symons, JOHN, jun, Wheal Rose, nl, Carpenter 
Truro PetJuly5 Ord Jul 
TAYLOR, JOHN, Liverpool, Ca - to a Fruit Mer- 
chant Liverpool Pet Junei2 Ord July 12 
THoMPsoN, LEONARD, Thirsk, Yorks, Chemist North- 
allerton Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
TRENCHARD, HENRY MONTAGUE, soenton, Solicitor 
Taunton Pet ——* Ord Jul 
Turner, THOMAS BALLEMY, Fen te st, India- 
eer Merchant High vourt Pet May 18 Ord 
y 





WELLS, JOHN ROBERT, and KATHERINE Hicks oan 
Norwich, Millers Norwich Pet July 10 Ord 
uly 1 

WILLIAMS, EDWIN, me, Gueanep, Cornwa 
Grocer Truro pet Fat 9 Ord Julv * 

Wutson, THomas HENRY, Hornchurch, Tten: Grocer 
Chelmsford Pet June2t Ord July 10 

Woop, RicHarD Drury, Barrow in Furness, Tim 
keeper Barrow in Furness Pet July 8 Ord 


July 12 
Yew” HENRY FREDERICK, Winchcomb, Glos, 
Builder ‘Cheltenharn Pet July 11 Ord July n 


RECEIVING ORDER ANNULLED OR 
RESCINDED. 
BURNET, JAMES Murray, Tunbridge Wells Tun- 


bridge Wells Ord Sept 13, 1888 Annul or Rese 
July 11 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLE 
PALMER, JOHN CASTLEDINE, Halifax, Tailor 


Hali- 
fax Adjud May 22 Annul July 12 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 22.—Messrs. HuMBERT, Soy. & FLINT, at the 
Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Residences (see 
advertisement, July 13, p. 4). 

July 93.—Messrs. EILOART, at their offices, at 2 
o’clock, Law Fire Insurance Shares (see py eB 
ment, this week, p. 4). 

July 23.—Messrs. Foster, at the Mart, E.C., at 1 
o’clock, Freehold and —— Investments (see 
advertisement, this week, 5B 

July 24.—Messrs. GROGAN & oYD, at the Mart, E.C., 
at 2 o’clock, Frechold Estates (see advertisement, 
July 13, p. 602 

July 25. —Messrs. BAKER & Sons, at the Mart, E.O., 
at 2 o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold Properties 
and Land (see advertisemant, this week, p. 4). 

July 27.—Messrs. C, & F. RUTLEY, on the Estate, at 8 
o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold Investments (see 
advertisement, July 13, p. 602). 





All letters intended for publication in ‘the 
Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 
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The Subscription to the Souictrors’ JOURNAL 1s 
26s. ; 28s.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
Sub- 
Volumes bound at the 
nals 2s. Gd., wad law 7 calf, 6 5s. “. 


—Town, Country, 


include Double Numbers and Postage. 


scribers can have their 


Picnic and Sale on the Estate. 
CHALDON, SURREY, 

Only 16 miles from London, 14 miles from Caterham 
or 24 miles from Merstbam Stations (S.E.Ry, A c. 
two miles from Vi Warlingham Station 
Line, L.B. and 8.C. Ry. and 8.E.Ry.), with coua 
FE ge services. 

Page old-fashioned RESIDENOE, pn 
7 lodge, well-matured gardens, grounds with 
rookery, &c., commodious farm buildings, and 
meadow land of 67 acres, 

POULTRY FARMS and BUILDING LANDS, 
Soemmeeny placed on high ground, near to the 
pretty lage of Chaldon, ornamentally planted 
and well timbered. 

TWELVE FREEHOLD SITES, varying_from one 
to 24 acres; Four Freehold and Two Leasehold 
Cottages, with large gardens. Also 

The be Noe angie FREEHOLD FAMILY RESI- 

Daisy Farm, with lawns, quraens. 
pon ae stabling, lodge, and 80 acres of undulating 
meadow and wood land, with possession, which 


ESSRS. ©. & F. RUTLEY are in- 
structed to SELL by AUCTION, in a 
MARQUEE on the Estate, on SATURDAY 
AFTERNOON, JULY 27, at THREE, by order of 
the Executors of the late Mr. James Banks Taylor. 
oo land lies high, 500ft. above sea level, notedly 
ealthy, the subsoil chalk, admirably suited for 
small residential farms, within such easy distance of 
ondon. 

Particulars of Messrs, Simpeon & & Co., 6, io 
street, E.C.; of Messrs, Tod North 
Castle-street, peeberen: and of O. & F. "Rutley. il, 
Dowgate-hill, E 
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